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I.  Introduction  

The Los Angeles County Health Survey (LACHS) is an invaluable surveillance and monitoring tool 
for assessing the health needs and behaviors of County residents, evaluating current programs 
and initiatives, and planning public health policies for the future. The 2014-15 LACHS was 
designed to include a representative sample of at least 8,000 adults aged 18+ years and at least 
6,000 children aged 0-17 years who reside in Los Angeles County. The Adult and Child Surveys 
were both designed to include a minimum of 500 interviews in each ƻŦ [ƻǎ !ƴƎŜƭŜǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
eight Service Planning Areas (SPAs).  The Child Survey was also managed to produce a minimum 
of 500 interviews with children aged 0-р ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻƭŘ ǿƘƻ ǊŜǎƛŘŜ ƛƴ CƛǊǎǘ р [!Ωǎ .Ŝǎǘ {ǘŀǊǘ 
Communities (BSCs). 

The Adult Survey was conducted with a fully overlapping dual frame of landline and cell phone 
samples, and designed to include at least 21% of interviews with cell phone only (CPO) 
households. The Child Survey was also conducted using a fully overlapping dual frame sample in 
which households were screened for the presence of children, with additional interviews 
originating from households that completed the Adult Survey and have children. The Child 
Survey was designed to include a minimum of 20% of interviews with CPO households.  

Sampling procedures generally followed the same methods used for the 2010-11 LACHS, with a 
few notable exceptions: 

¶ The proportion of Adult and Child Survey interviews completed with cell phone only 
households was increased to improve representation of the population.  

¶ The increased cell phone only goal for the Child survey required the addition of a 
Child cell phone RDD supplement, in which cell phone numbers were screened for 
the presence of children. 

¶ In the Child Survey, we screened for an adult who knew the selected child well 
enough to answer questions about health, doctor visits, foods eaten, and general 
activities (sufficiently knowledgeable) to complete the interview rather than the 
most knowledgeable adult. This was implemented to increase productivity and 
reduce costs without sacrificing data quality.  

¶ We managed the Child sample to ensure a minimum of 500 interviews about 0 to 5-
year-old children were conducted with residents in First 5 LAΩǎ Best Start 
Communities (BSC).  Ultimately, this required some oversampling of 0-5 year olds in 
these areas and additional sample stratification. 

¶ New information was appended to cell phone telephone numbers to evaluate 
geographic targeting ability and productivity.  

o An activity flag that indicated whether the number was active (working and 
assigned to someone) was used to evaluate the feasibility of oversampling 
likely working numbers to improve productivity. Ultimately, activity flag 
information was not used due to concerns over bias.  
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II.  Populations of Interest and Study Design  

Overview  

The 2014-15 Los Angeles County Health Survey (LACHS) was commissioned by the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health (LAC-DPH) and conducted by Abt SRBI Inc., an independent 
market research and public opinion firm headquartered in New York City. Founded in 1981, Abt 
SRBI Inc. (formerly Schulman, Ronca and Bucuvalas, Inc.) is a full-service survey research 
organization with more than 30 years of experience conducting primary data collection for 
government, universities, non-profit organizations and commercial clients in the field of health. 

The 2014-15 LACHS was the seventh iteration of the LACHS study (1997, 1999-2000, 2002-2003, 
2005, 2007 and 2010-2011). The LACHS collects information on adults and children in LA County 
about overall health, health care issues and health indicators of physical and mental well-being. 
The survey also helps identify key areas to address when planning for the provision of health 
care to County residents. It is designed to allow the County to develop accurate, reliable 
measurements for tracking health status, health conditions, access to care, use of available 
health services, and other health-related behaviors of County residents.  

Abt SRBI assisted the Department of Public Health with the design and execution of the 2014-
15 Adult and Child Surveys, including: 

¶ Developing the sampling design and sample management to achieve the desired 
number of completes in each SPA (Service Planning Area)  

¶ Reviewing and providing recommendations on the survey instruments 

¶ Translating the instruments into Spanish, Cantonese, Mandarin, Korean and Vietnamese 

¶ Programming the instrument into our CATI (Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing) 
system for administration by telephone 

¶ Pre-testing the survey instruments 

¶ Data collection (telephone interviewing) 

¶ Data processing and coding 

¶ Development and creation of the statistical weights 

¶ Geocoding address and cross-street information provided during the interview to assign 
a preliminary SPA and Health District assignment 

¶ Preparation and delivery of all data files and documentation to the County 

The LACHS is a population-based random digit dialed telephone survey of adults and children 
living in households within Los Angeles County, California.  Households include single-family 
homes, townhouses, condominiums, apartments or mobile homes which are occupied by 
individuals, families, multiple families, extended families, or multiple unrelated individuals.  With 
the inclusion of cell phones, the Los Angeles County population residing in institutionalized and 
group quarters such as communes, convents/rectories, shelters, halfway houses, dormitories, 
prisons, jails, juvenile detention facilities, psychiatric hospitals, military barracks, residential 
treatment programs, nursing homes for the disabled/aged, and the homeless are able to be 
included in the LACHS.  
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Separate survey instruments are designed to collect data on the adult and child populations: 
 

1. Adult Survey ς Collects data about the adult population of LA County among a sample 
of residents in LA County containing at least 1 adult resident.  
 

2. Child Survey ς Collects data on the child population of LA County among a sample of 
residents containing at least 1 child under 18 years of age. 

 
Probability samples of landline and cellular telephone numbers were used to conduct the 
surveys. Together, the landline and cellular telephone frames include the household population 
of Los Angeles County with telephone service.  Since the cellular frame is designed to target Los 
Angeles County residents, out-of-frame cell phone area codes are also excluded from the frame.  
Using the 2009-13 American Community Survey data for Los Angeles County, we estimate that 
only 2.1% of adults live in a household without any telephone service, although this can vary by 
SPA.  The weighting procedures used for both the Adult and Child Surveys make adjustments for 
non-telephone households to reduce the potential bias from their exclusion from the frame.  

Tracking Completed Interviews by SPA  

The Adult and Child surveys were both designed to include a minimum of 500 interviews in each 
ƻŦ [ƻǎ !ƴƎŜƭŜǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜƛƎƘǘ {t!ǎΦ SPA boundaries are defined by census tract. While 
respondents cannot accurately report the census tract in which they live, they can provide ZIP 
code and address or cross-street information. As in the 2010-11 survey, Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Health (LAC-DPH) provided Abt SRBI with a list of LA County ZIP codes which 
constituted the ZIP-to-SPA mapping used for estimates during data collection and for final 
geocoding for select cases. While estimating ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ SPA were useful in managing sample 
during data collection, accurate SPA assignments for the final LACHS was done using precise 
geographic information about the census tract in which the household is located. Maps of Los 
Angeles County showing the SPA and BSC boundaries compared to ZIP code and census tract, are 
presented in Figures 1 and 2, respectively. 
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Figure 1: Los Angeles SPA and BSC Boundaries Compared to ZIP Code 
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Figure 2: Los Angeles SPA and BSC Boundaries Compared to Census Tract 
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Census tracts of residence were determined by asking respondents where they live. Abt SRBI uses 
ŀ άƭƛǾŜέ ƎŜƻŎƻŘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜs within our CATI system to code respondent-reported 
address or cross-streets and assign census tract. In this system, respondent-reported address or 
cross-streets are submitted to a live, online service that translates this information to latitude 
and longitude coordinates. If the input fails to find an accurate match, follow-up clarification 
questions are asked. The system records the accuracy to which the input is geocoded. 

Defining the Sample Frames  

We used the same procedures used in 2010-11 to obtain and define the landline and cell phone 
samples for the 2014-15 LACHS Adult and Child Surveys.  

Landline Frame  

The sample of landline telephone numbers was provided by Survey Sampling, Inc. (SSI). The frame 
was defined by exchanges assigned to Los Angeles County (county FIPS code 06037). A complete 
file of directory-listed residential numbers from the Donnelley Quality Index3 (DQI3) Database 
was used by SSI to remove 100-banks from the frame if they contained zero residential listings 
(0-banks). The resulting frame contained all 100-banks from exchanges that serve LA County with 
at least one residential listed telephone number (1+banks). All telephone numbers (listed and 
unlisted) in the 1+banks were eligible for selection. This is known as a list-assisted landline frame.  

The list-assisted RDD method is similar to the traditional Mitofsky-Waksberg method of selecting 
RDD samples (Waksberg 19781). Both methods construct a frame of banks with 100 consecutive 
ǘŜƭŜǇƘƻƴŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎΦ !ƭƭ ǘŜƭŜǇƘƻƴŜ ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ όάth¢{έύ ǘŜƭŜǇƘƻƴŜ 
service are used in constructing the 100 banks. The two methods differ in the first stage of 
sampling, which classifies each bank as either working or nonworking. The Mitofsky-Waksberg 
method randomly chooses a number from each randomly selected bank. The selected number is 
dialed; if it is determined to be a household, the bank is considered to be a working bank, and 
the remaining numbers in the bank are eligible to be sampled. If the selected number is a 
business, institution, or nonworking number (i.e., an out-of-scope telephone number), the entire 
bank is considered nonworking and deleted from the sample. 
 
By contrast, the list-assisted method (Tucker et al. 19932) classifies banks as working or 
nonworking by comparing them with directory-listed residential numbers. If at least one of the 
numbers in a bank is a directory-listed residential number, the bank is a working bank and is 
eligible for sampling; but if the bank contains no directory-listed residential numbers, it is not a 
working bank (i.e., a zero bank). The list-assisted method is generally thought to be subject to 
some small coverage bias (because of unlisted residential numbers in banks that contain no listed 
residential numbers), but this slight bias is offset by gains in survey efficiency and lower cost. The 
list-assisted method was used for the LACHS. 

                                                           
1 Waksberg, J. 1978. Sampling Methods for Random Digit Dialing. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 73:40ς46. 
2 Tucker, C., Casady, R.J., and Lepkowski, J. 1993. A Hierarchy of List-Assisted Stratified Telephone Sample Design Options. 1993 
Proceedings of the Section on Survey Research Methods.  Alexandria, VA: American Statistical Association, pp. 982ς987. 
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Known business telephone numbers were purged from the landline sample after selection and 
before calling attempts were made. This was done by the sample provider, SSI, by comparing the 
sampled telephone numbers to listed business directories. The landline sample was stratified for 
the Adult and Child Surveys. Sampled landline telephone numbers were randomly grouped into 
sets of replicates for controlled release. All records in a replicate were released at one time. 

Cellular  Frame 

SSI also provided the sample of cellular (or wireless) telephone numbers. The SSI wireless 
sampling frame begins with 1,000-blocks constructed from exchanges that provide cellular 
telephone service as designated in the Telecordia Terminating Point Masterfile (TPM). The frame 
of 1,000-blocks is then expanded to the 100-ōƭƻŎƪ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ άƳƛȄŜŘ ǳǎŜέ млл-
blocks, or those that include landline numbers. The result is a sampling frame of cellular 100-
blocks that is mutually exclusive of the list-assisted RDD sampling frame. A county FIPS identifier 
is included for all telephone numbers in the cellular frame, and the cellular frame for the LACHS 
only included telephone numbers that were assigned to the Los Angeles County FIPS (06037). 
County FIPS is assigned to cellular numbers based on the rate center of the cell phone exchange.  

The cell phone sample was stratified for the Adult and Child Surveys. Telephone numbers were 
randomly drawn from the cellular sampling frame for the Adult Survey and Child RDD 
supplemental sample, with each telephone number having a known and equal probability of 
selection. Sampled cell phone numbers were randomly grouped into sets of replicates for 
controlled release. All records in a replicate were released at one time and fully dialed according 
to the call protocol. All telephone numbers from the cellular frame were manually dialed in 
accordance with laws that prohibit cell numbers from being called by an automated dialer. The 
sample of cell numbers were ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ {{LΩǎ DŜƻL5 ǇǊƻŎess to append billing ZIP code 
(when available) and an activity flag that indicates whether the number is likely to be assigned 
and working.  

Enhancing Geographic Targeting and Productivity in the Cell Frame  

Initially, a county-wide random sample of telephone numbers from the cell frame was drawn for 
the Adult and Child Surveys. However, two types of information were used to evaluate options 
for stratification in order to improve geographic targeting ability and productivity: billing ZIP code 
and the rate center. 

Two sources of information are available to geographically target cell phone samples: 

1) Rate centers. wŀǘŜ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŀǊŜŀ όάǊŀǘŜ ŀǊŜŀέύ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ 
to a telephone exchange (or 1000-bank) for billing purposes. Rate center is not 
always strongly associated with residence because people do not always get 
telephone numbers with rate centers where they live and people can move 
without changing their cell number. Still, rate center approximates the geographic 
location where the cell number was originally assigned, and while not perfect, it 
is considered a rough indicator of location.  
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2) Billing ZIP. Survey Sampling, Inc., the sample vendor, has a GeoID post-selection 
matching service that appends billing ZIP code (ZIP code where the cell phone bill 
is sent) for some telephone numbers that became available in 2012. When a cell 
phone number matches to the database, the accuracy of the geographic location 
generally performs better than rate centers. However, only a portion of sampled 
numbers produces ŀ ƳŀǘŎƘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ άƳŀǘŎƘ ǊŀǘŜέ ǾŀǊƛŜǎ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ōȅ 
geography.  

Abt SRBI used both sources of information to evaluate stratification options in the cell frame. 
Rate center is used to define the cell phone frame, with rate centers that fall within Los Angeles 
County included. However, rate center can be used in conjunction with billing ZIP, when available, 
to explore the degree to which it is possible to target smaller areas within the County such as 
SPAs or First 5 LA Best Start Communities (BSC). This is done by selecting a county-wide sample 
ƻŦ ŎŜƭƭ ǇƘƻƴŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƻ {{LΩǎ DŜƻL5 ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŀǇǇŜƴŘ ōƛƭƭƛƴƎ ½Lt 
code. We then classified ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘǊŜŜ άƳŀǘŎƘ ǎǘǊŀǘǳƳέ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΥ 

1) Unmatched cases (no billing ZIP code was matched) 
2) Matched cases in the target area (e.g., SPA 1 or SPA 5)  
3) Matched cases outside the target area (e.g., not SPA 1 or SPA 5)  

Once sample records were classified into these groups, a small set of replicates were released 
and dialed for evaluation purposes. After the replicates were fully dialed, the incidence of living 
in the target area was calculated for each group separately using screening data.  

Often we have found an improved ability to target small areas using billing ZIP code data, and we 
stratify the sample into these three groups and sample them disproportionately to oversample 
the target area. However, improvement varies widely based on the specific area being targeted. 
Individual rate centers also provide geographic information and can be used in conjunction with 
billing ZIP code to stratify the cell phone sample.  

Activity Flag Experiment 

Another recent service available ŦƻǊ ŎŜƭƭ ǇƘƻƴŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƛǎ ŀǇǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴ άŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŦƭŀƎΦέ {ŀƳǇƭŜŘ 
cell phone numbers are flagged based on whether they are active numbers that have been used 
recently, inactive numbers that are likely to be non-working or not assigned, or unknown. In 
theory, inactive numbers can be removed from the sample entirely to improve dialing efficiency 
and reduce costs. At the start of the 2014-15 LACHS, our results suggested activity flags can 
identify inactive (non-working) numbers from cell phone samples relatively well, although 
accuracy varied by geography and there was some indication that removing inactive numbers 
could introduce coverage bias. While the working number rate is substantially lower among 
ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ŦƭŀƎƎŜŘ ŀǎ άƛƴŀŎǘƛǾŜΣέ ŀ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭȅ ƘƛƎƘ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ όŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜύ Ƴŀȅ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ōŜ 
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working numbers ς and respondents reached on these numbers tend to be different in terms of 
age, education, income, and voter status.3,4 

For the 2014-15 we conducted an experiment with activity flag data ǳǎƛƴƎ a{DΩǎ /Ŝƭƭ-WINS 
service. An initial set of replicates was analyzed to determine whether the flag accurately 
identifies non-working numbers, and what bias may be introduced by excluding or 
ǳƴŘŜǊǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƛƴŀŎǘƛǾŜέ ŎŀǎŜǎΦ LŦ ǿŜ had determined the activity flag data could be used to 
exclude or undersample inactive cases without introducing bias to the sample, we would have 
proposed to provide a specific strategy to DPH for this undersampling of inactive cases.  The 
conclusion of the analysis was while the number of completed interviews among the inactive 
flagged records was not large, the data showed the possibility for differences when compared 
with the numbers classified by as active.  Therefore, for the 2014-15 LACHS, the activity flag 
variable was not used to oversample active cases and undersample inactive cases. 

Adult Survey  

The 2014-15 Adult Survey was designed to include a sample of at least 8,000 households, with a 
minimum of 500 in each of the eight (8) Los Angeles County Service Planning Areas (SPAs), which 
are defined geographically by census tract. A dual overlapping design was used to conduct the 
survey, including:  
 

(1)  A random-digit-dial (RDD) sample frame of landline telephone numbers in LA County, 
and  

(2) A cross-sectional, RDD cell phone sample frame of telephone numbers from LA County 
(based on county of the billing office).  

 
¢ƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άƻǾŜǊƭŀǇǇƛƴƎέ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōƻǘƘ ƭŀƴŘƭƛƴŜ 
and cell telephone service have a probability of being selected from both frames. The degree of 
άƻǾŜǊƭŀǇέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǎ ƛǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ in the weight calculations. Telephone numbers 
from each frame were managed independently. 
 
Screening procedures differed for the landline and cell frames. In households contacted from the 
landline frame, one adult was randomly selected to participate in the interview. In the cell frame, 
the adult who answered the phone was invited to participate after determining eligibility since 
cell phones are generally considered personal, not household, devices.  
 
A total 8,008 Adult LACHS interviews were completed, including 5,026 landline interviews and 
2,982 cell interviews5. A total of 22.4% (n=1,790) of all interviews were conducted with cell-only 
households that do not have a landline telephone.  The actual exceeded the design of 21% cell-
only households. 

                                                           
3 Mosher, M., & Best, J. (2013). Attempting to Boost RDD Cell Sample Productivity by Identifying Non-working Numbers Prior to 
Dialing. Paper presented at American Association of Public Opinion Research Conference. Boston, MA. 
4 Dutwin, D. (2013). Cellular Telephone Methodology: Sampling, Dialing and Dispositioning. American Association of Public 
Opinion Research Short Course. Boston, MA. 
5 A total of 8,056 Adult interviews were conducted, but 48 cases were determined to reside outside of LA County in the 
geocoding process and were dropped from the data.  
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Landline Sample 

The landline sample consisted of three strata:  
 

1) a Lancaster and Palmdale (SPA 1) sample of telephone numbers,  
2) a SPA 5 sample of telephone numbers, and 
3) a sample of telephone numbers from the balance of Los Angeles County. 
 

A pure random sample of ten-digit telephone numbers was drawn from each stratum, with each 
number having a known and equal probability of being selected (also known as an Equal 
Probability of Selection Method (EPSEM) sample). For sample release purposes, telephone 
numbers were grouped into replicates of 500 for the cross-section and 100 for the SPA 
oversamples, with all telephone numbers in a replicate released at the same time.  Although the 
SPA oversample records overlap with a County cross-section, telephone numbers were drawn 
from separate sample pulls and deduped as needed.  
 

Cellular Telephone Sample 

An EPSEM sample of telephone numbers was randomly drawn from the cellular sampling frame 
for the Adult Survey, with each telephone number having a known and equal probability of 
selection. The sample was randomly assigned into replicates of 500 telephone numbers for 
sample release purposes, with all telephone numbers in a replicate released at the same time. 
All telephone numbers from the cellular frame were manually dialed in accordance with laws 
that prohibit cell numbers from being called by an automated dialer.  
 
When we reached an eligible adult who resided in Los Angeles County from the cellular frame, 
we attempted to conduct the full Adult Survey with that individual. The cellular telephone was 
treated as a personal device, not a household device, so the adult who answered the telephone 
was considered the respondent for the survey instead of randomly selecting an adult from the 
household as was done in the landline sample.   
 

Adult Survey Oversampling Design and Interview Goals  

The 2014-15 Adult Survey was designed to include a sample of at least 8,000adults, with a 
minimum of 500 in each of the eight (8) Los Angeles County Service Planning Areas (SPAs).   
 
Using inforƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ 5tIΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƻn the Adult population by SPA, we demonstrated the 
expected number of interviews by SPA with a straight county-wide sample. The Adult Survey 
design was as close to a proportional design as possible. Table 1 illustrates a proportional 
distribution and the estimated modified allocation of interviews by SPA. Only SPA 1 requires 
oversampling. To develop the estimated modified allocation, we increased the sample size in SPA 
1 and proportionally decreased the number of interviews in the other SPAs. 
 
Table 1: Proportional and Estimated Modified Allocation of Adult Interviews by SPA 
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 Adult Population Proportional Design Modified Allocation 

SPA 1, Antelope Valley 276,310 3.6% 292 3.6% 500 6.3% 

SPA 2, San Fernando Valley 1,662,887 21.9% 1,755 21.9% 1,708 21.4% 

SPA 3, San Gabriel Valley 1,360,639 18.0% 1,437 18.0% 1,398 17.5% 

SPA 4, Metro LA 903,415 11.9% 954 11.9% 928 11.6% 

SPA 5, West 537,864 7.1% 568 7.1% 553 6.9% 

SPA 6, South 713,986 9.4% 754 9.4% 734 9.2% 

SPA 7, East 953,455 12.6% 1,007 12.6% 980 12.3% 

SPA 8, South Bay 1,168,036 15.4% 1,233 15.4% 1,200 15.0% 

TOTAL 7,576,592  8,000  8,000  

 

Based on these projections, we planned to use a post-stratum oversample to complete 500 
interviews in SPA 1, while proportionally decreasing the number of interviews completed in the 
other seven SPAs. Targeting was not an option in the cell sample, since cell samples can only be 
targeted at the county (FIPS) level using county of the billing office6. Therefore, only landline 
telephone numbers were used for the oversample using a limited set of exchanges.  
 
To identify exchanges for the SPA 1 oversample, a report was run showing the number of 
directory listed telephone numbers in each telephone exchange that fall inside versus outside 
the census tracts that define the SPA. This allowed us to define a post-stratum in terms of a set 
of exchanges that overlap with the SPA.  The set of telephone exchanges offers a specific level of 
coverage of the SPA in terms of directory lisǘŜŘ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ Ƙŀǎ ŀ άƘƛǘ ǊŀǘŜ,έ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 
expected incidence of households inside the SPA.  The key is to balance coverage with the hit 
rate.  If we included all exchanges that overlap with the SPA, we would have 100% coverage but 
the hit rate may be very low and we would get more interviews in other SPAs from the 
oversample replicates.  On the other hand, if we included too few exchanges, the coverage rate 
will be very low even though the hit rate is high.  We typically like to achieve a coverage rate of 
80% unless this will yield a very low hit rate. Exchanges were chosen for the SPA 1 oversample 
from the Lancaster and Palmdale communities to achieve 81% coverage with an expected hit rate 
of 66%, as shown in Appendix I-A. 
 

To determine how many replicates of SPA 1 oversample were needed to reach the target of 500 
interviews, the number of interviews completed in each SPA had to be closely monitored during 
data collection. This was important since interviews were completed from both the landline and 
cell phone samples, and we did not have an estimate of the distribution of interviews by SPA that 
would be completed from the cell phone sample. However, classifying interviews by SPA during 
data collection was a challenge since respondents cannot reliably report in which census tract 
they live, even though they can readily report ZIP code or address. 
 
Although SPA boundaries are defined by census tract, LAC-DPH provided Abt SRBI with their 
definitive mapping of ZIP code to SPA.  This comprehensive list of 539 ZIP codes provided Abt 
SRBI with specific guidance regarding the SPA and Health District assignment for survey 

                                                           
6 Since the cellular sample was drawn, newer geographic targeting options have become available (using individual switch 
centers or tower usage), although these options are still fairly ineffective at targeting small areas and can have steep coverage 
tradeoffs for higher incidence. 
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respondents who were not willing to provide full or partial street address information, but were 
willing to provide this ZIP code.  The ZIP-to-SPA mapping is shown in Appendix I-B. 
 
The estimated number of completes by SPA was assessed throughout data collection, and 
additional SPA 1 oversample replicates were released as needed. Estimates about releasing SPA 
1 oversample were made conservatively each time, because releasing more sample than 
necessary to reach the target number of interviews in SPA 1 would have reduced the sample size 
in other SPAs and increased study design effects. Since the distribution of interviews by SPA 
completed from the cell phone sample was unknown, SPA projections needed to be updated 
frequently based on actual data collected.  
 

Child Survey  
 

The 2014-15 LACHS Child Survey was designed to include a sample of at least 6,000 LA County 
households with at least one child under the age of 18, with a minimum sample size of 500 
interviews in each of the eight SPAs. In households with multiple children, one child was 
randomly selected to be the focus of the survey questions. The survey was completed by an adult 
ǿƘƻ ƪƴƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ άǿŜƭƭ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ ŘƻŎǘƻǊ ǾƛǎƛǘǎΣ 
what kinds of foods he/she eats, and his/her general activities.έ This is a change from the 2010-
11 iteration of the Child Survey, which screened for the adult who was most knowledgeable 
about the child.  
 
A total of 5,9827 Child interviews were completed from four sample sources: 
 

1) Adult Survey Completes from the Landline Frame (n=838 interviews) 

¶ All households that completed the Adult Survey and reported having at least one child 
under the age of 18 in the household were invited to participate in the Child Survey 
immediately afterwards. An adult sufficiently knowledgeable, either the original 
respondent or another adult household member, was invited to complete the Child 
continuation.   

 

2) Adult Survey Completes from the Cellular Frame (n=694 interviews) 

¶ If the Adult Survey respondent reported having at least one child under the age of 18 
in the household, an adult sufficiently knowledgeable about the focus child was asked 
to complete the interview.  
 

3) Supplemental Landline RDD Sample (n=2,906 interviews):  

¶ An independent sample of landline RDD telephone numbers was drawn to screen 
households for the presence of at least one child under the age of 18. After 
determining household eligibility, an adult in the household sufficiently 
knowledgeable about the health and daily routines of the focus child was asked to 
complete the interview. 
 

4) Supplemental Cellular RDD Sample (n=1,544 interviews) 

                                                           
7 A total of 6,030 Child interviews were completed, but 48 cases were determined to reside outside of LA County by the 
geocoding process and were dropped from the data. 
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¶ This was an independent list of RDD telephone numbers drawn to screen households 
for the presence of at least one child under the age of 18. This was not a sample source 
included in the 2011 survey. After determining eligibility, an adult sufficiently 
knowledgeable about the health and daily routines of the child was asked to complete 
the interview. 

Child Survey Oversampling Design and Interview Goals 

During the survey design, we proposed a sampling methodology for the 2014-15 LACHS Child 
Survey similar to the 2010-11 methodology. Child interviews would originate from the Adult 
Survey with the remaining interviews completed from supplemental samples of landline and cell 
phone telephone numbers that are screened for the presence of children. A total of at least 6,000 
interviews were to be completed with parents, guardians, or adults who are sufficiently 
knowledgeable about the health of children less than 18 years of age residing with them in Los 
Angeles County, with at least 20% of interviews completed with cell phone only (CPO) 
respondents.  
 
¦ǎƛƴƎ bIL{Ωǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ-based estimates8 for Los Angeles County in 2011, with updates based on 
regional growth, we estimated the child population that can only be reached by cell phone to be 
46.5% in 2014-15. To balance budget restrictions with sample size needs, a total of at least 20% 
of Child interviews were to be completed with cell phone only respondents.  
 

Supplemental Landline RDD Telephone Sample 

The supplemental landline frame for the Child Survey was defined the same way as the Adult 
Survey landline cross-section: exchanges assigned to Los Angeles County, including 100-banks 
with 1 or more directory-listed telephone numbers using the list-assisted method (see Landline 
Sample).  
 
The LACHS started with a largely county-wide cross-section, and we knew we had to oversample 
SPA 1 & 5 to achieve the minimum sample sizes per SPA but then also found that further 
stratification to target SPAs 4, 5, 7, and 8 were necessary as well as complete 500 interviews with 
0-5 year olds from BSCs. The supplemental landline sample for the Child Survey consisted of 
seven strata, defined by exchanges that were designed to target: 
 

1)  a Lancaster and Palmdale (SPA 1) sample of telephone numbers,  
2)  a SPA 4 sample of telephone numbers,  
3)  a SPA 5 sample of telephone numbers,  
4)  a post-stratum sample of telephone numbers from ZIP codes selected to oversample 

households in SPA 6, 
5)  a post-stratum sample of telephone numbers from ZIP codes selected to oversample 

households in SPA 7,  
6) a post-stratum sample of telephone numbers from ZIP codes selected to oversample 

households in SPA 8, and 

                                                           
8 Blumberg SJ, Luke JV. Wireless substitution: Early release of estimates from the National Health Interview Survey, 
JulyςDecember 2012. National Center for Health Statistics. June 2013. 
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7) a sample of telephone number from the balance of Los Angeles County. 
 

A pure random sample of ten-digit telephone numbers was drawn from each stratum with each 
number having a known and equal probability of being selected. Although the SPA 1, SPA 4 and 
SPA 5 sample definitions overlap with the original county-wide cross-section, they were drawn 
from separate sample pulls and deduped with the cross-section as needed. There was no overlap 
between the SPA 1, SPA 4 and SPA 5 oversamples. Within each stratum, telephone numbers were 
randomly assigned into replicates, with all telephone numbers in a replicate released at the same 
time.   
 
The SPA 1 (Lancaster and Palmdale) oversample for the Child Survey was defined the same way 
as for the Adult Survey. In order to identify telephone exchanges for the SPA 4 and 5 oversamples, 
census tract-exchange reports were run showing the number of directory listed telephone 
numbers in each telephone exchange that fall inside versus outside the census tracts that define 
the SPAs.  For SPA 4, exchanges were selected at a 75% coverage rate (the proportion of listed 
numbers that fall within the SPA) and a 78% hit rate (the expected incidence of households inside 
the SPA).  For the SPA 5 oversample, exchanges were selected at an 81% coverage rate and a 66% 
hit rate.  These exchange reports can be found in Appendix I-C and as shown in Appendix I-D, 
respectively. 
 

Supplement Cell Phone RDD Telephone Sample 

While households with children that completed the Adult Survey by cell phone were eligible to 
complete the Child Survey, it was also necessary to include a supplemental RDD sample of cellular 
telephone numbers.  Initially, we released a county-wide sample of cell phone numbers for the 
supplemental RDD cell sample.  We knew from the 2010-11 survey that the distribution of Child 
interviews by SPA is similar to the population distribution, which meant both SPA 1 and SPA 5 
needed to be oversampled to get a minimum of 500 interviews. This oversample could be 
achieved, in part, through the Child Survey supplemental landline sample, but we evaluated 
stratification options to make sure that each SPA had a reasonable cell phone allocation using 
Rate Center and Billing ZIP as described in Section 1, Enhancements to Cell.  

 
After fully dialing some released replicates, the incidence of living in a target area could be 
calculated for each group separately using screening data and used to define strata for 
subsequent sample release.  
 

Selecting a Focus Child for the Child Survey 

The number and age of children was assessed during the Adult Survey, and eligible households 
were invited to participate in the Child interview at the completion of the Adult Survey. If the 
respondent who completed the Adult Survey was not sufficiently knowledgeable about the 
selected child, we asked for a sufficiently knowledgeable adult who resides in the household to 
continue the interview. In the supplemental landline and cell RDD samples, we first assessed 
eligibility of the household by completing the screener with an adult and then we asked for the 
sufficiently knowledgeable adult to complete the interview about the selected child. 
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In order to ensure the sample of focus children from the Child Survey interview was 
representative of the population, we randomly selected one child from each household. The 
Adult Survey questionnaire and the Child Survey screener determined the number of children in 
each household who are: (1) 12 to 17 years of age, (2) 6 to 11 years of age, and (3) 5 years of age 
or younger.  The children were enumerated as first oldest, second oldest, etc. within each 
category. We then selected one child to be the focus of the interview.  Initially, each child had an 
equal probability of selection. However, it became necessary to oversample children aged 0 to 5 
years among households located in First 5 LA Best Start Community (BSC) areas in order to meet 
the minimum sample size of 500 for this group.  This process was undertaken in December 2014 
and executed by using a list moving the household zip code question to the beginning of the Child 
Survey interview.  The zip codes were compared to a list of BSC zip codes provided by LAC-DPH.  
Respondents believed to reside in  a BSC, based on their zip code, who also had a child age 0-5, 
always had a 0-5 year old child selected for the interview. 
 

Tracking Completed Child Interviews in Best Start Communities  

First 5 LA Best Start Communities (BSC) are defined by census tracts just like SPAs. First 5 LA 
provided LAC-DPH with a list of census tracts for each BSC. LAC-DPH then determined a census 
tract to zip code catchment area, and provided a list of zip codes to Abt, SRBI. Since we had the 
ability to estimate census tracts to assign SPA, we could also code cases that were believed to be 
completed in BSCs. This was done within the CATI script for cases that provided complete address 
or cross street information. This coding assisted in the analysis and decision to oversample 0 to 
5 year olds in the Child Survey among households located in BSCs.  

III.  Questionnaire Development  

Separate questionnaires were developed for the 2014-15 LACHS Adult and Child Surveys. The 
majority of questions in each instrument were taken from previous versions of the LACHS study 
to support trending over time, or from other well-established and recognized health surveys so 
comparisons could be made. New questions were also created for both surveys to address 
emerging areas of interest and importance to the LA County Department of Public Health. 
 
New questions to the 2014-15 LACHS Adult and Child Surveys included: 
 
Adult Survey 
 

E1 
SSN5 
NN4 
P8 
PN9 
QN12a 
QN21 

QN21a 
QN22a 
SSN7 
H7 
W2 
W3 
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W4 
W4a 
W4b 
AN 
A2 
A3 
QN45a 
QN45b 
QN45c 
QN45d 

QN45e 
QN45f 
QN45g 
QN45h 
QN45i 
QN45k 
QN45l 

T0 
QN56d 
QN57a 
QN57b 
QN57c 
QN63a 
QN66b 
QN79a 
QN85a 
QN85b 
QN85c 
QN85d 
QN85e 
QN85f 
QN92 
QN92a 
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Child Survey 
 

CZ1 
CZ2 
CZ3 
CZ4 
CZ5 
CZ6 
CZ7 
CZ8 
CZ9 
C80 
R2ax 
R3bx 
R3L 
R4 
R5a 
R5b 
R5c 
CN4 
CN4a 
CNFC9d 
CNFC9e 
C18 
CN20a 
CN20b 
CN45.2 
CN45.3 

CN31.1 
CN31.2 
CN31.3 
CN31.4 
CN31.5 
CN31.5a 
CN31.7 
CN31.8 
CN31.8a 
CN31.8b 
CN31.8e 
CN45.1 
CN45.1a 
CN49 
C49f 
C49g 
CN50 
C50f 
CN64 
CN68 
CN77a 
CN81 
C81 
CN82 
CN82a 

 
 
The LAC-DPH survey team was responsible for developing initial drafts of the Adult and Child 
Survey questionnaires. The Abt SRBI project management team reviewed the instruments and 
provided feedback on question wording, question sequencing, proper skip patterning, and 
recommendations for additional content. Abt SRBI also ensured that the content, wording and 
order of the questions would properly screen each household, and that questions necessary for 
weighting were included so that respondents would clearly understand what they were being 
asked to do, that the interview could be administered smoothly and efficiently, and that the data 
collected would ultimately support LAC-5tIΩǎ research goals.  
 

Address Question Wording Change  

Early in the course of the main survey data collection, Aōǘ {w.LΩǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘŜŀƳ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ 
results of respondents providing their address for geocoding, specifically those not receiving an 
incentive.  In consultation with LAC-DPH staff, it was decided alternative wording should be 
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tested to maximize the number of respondents who provide detailed information to use for the 
geocoding process.  
 
On September 16, 2014, the revised wording was inserted into the Adult and Child 
questionnaires and CATI scripts. 
 
Original Wording, asked prior to September 16, 2014: 
²ŜΩǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ƎǊƻǳǇƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ L 
would like to get your mailing address. Please know that this information will be held in the 
strictest confidence and will NOT be shared beyond the research team. Would you be willing to 
provide this information? 
 
Revised Wording, asked September 16, 2014, and later: 
Since LA County is so large and diverse, the Department of Public Health is interested in better 
assessing the health and well-being of residents at local levels and addressing ways to improve 
their lives. In order to assist the County, I would like to get your home address. Please know that 
this information will be kept strictly confidential and will NOT? be shared outside of the research 
team. Would you be willing to provide your address? 
 
The wording change increased the percentage of respondents who had no monetary incentive 
to provide their address for geocoding) from 30% to 37%.  The content and results of this 
experiment were presented as a poster by Amy Lightstone from LAC-DPH and Andrew Evans, 
Nicole Lee, and Tara Merry from Abt SRBI at the 2015 AAPOR 70th Annual Conference. 

IV. Structure and Content of the Adult Survey  

The outline of the structure and general content of the 2014-15 LACHS Adult Survey 
questionnaire is provided below. 
 

Adult Survey Screener  

After explaining that we were calling on behalf of the LAC-DPH to conduct the LACHS Survey, 
different screening procedures were used for the landline and cell phone samples. 
 
In the landline sample, after reaching an adult aged 18 years or older he/she was asked a series 
of questions to determine whether the household was located within Los Angeles County and 
qualified to participate. After confirming household eligibility, an inventory of the adults residing 
in the household was taken. In households with more than one adult, the CATI program randomly 
selected one adult to complete the survey based on respondent selection procedures described 
below. If the CATI program selected a different adult than the individual who answered the 
screener questions, the interviewer introduced herself/himself and explained the purpose of the 
call again to the selected respondent. Once the selected adult came on the phone for the 
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interview, he or she was asked to choose the language in which they preferred to conduct the 
interview. 
 
Individuals contacted from the cell phone sample were required to confirm residency in LA 
County, in addition to questions that confirm: (1) the respondent was not currently driving, (2) 
was at least 18 years of age, (3) that the phone number we had reached was the number we 
sampled, and (4) that the number we dialed was a cellular phone. Since cell phones are 
considered personal, not household, devices, the individual who answered was allowed to 
continue with the interview after successfully answering all the screener questions. 
 
Interviewers who were trained to administer the 2014-15 LACHS were provided with a list of pre-
scripted responses to Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) to answer any questions about the 
survey (see Appendix II-A). When requested, interviewers also provided respondents with a 
contact phone number for the LAC-DPH to verify the legitimacy of the study or ask any other 
study-related questions that the interviewer could not answer. 
 

Respondent Selection Procedure  

As stated in the previous section, the landline screener questions enumerated adult residents of 
the household in order to randomly select one adult to be interviewed. In households with only 
one adult resident, the interview was attempted with that adult. In households with more than 
one adult, the CATI script applied an equal probability selection of one adult.  
 
In households with two adults, either the respondent who completed the screener questions or 
the other adult was selected. If the other adult was selected, we asked to speak to him or her 
directly to recruit participation in the survey, or schedule a callback if needed.  
 
In households with three or more adult residents, the person who completed the screener had 
the same probability of being selected as any other adult in the household. For example, in a 
household with three adults, there was a 1 in 3 (33%) probability that the person who completed 
the screener would be selected and a 2 in 3 (67%) probability that another adult would be 
selected. If the respondent who completed the screener was selected, the interview continued. 
If another adult was selected, we determined who the selected respondent was by asking for the 
person who had the άmost recent birthday.έ Once the selected adult was identified, and if 
available the interview was attempted; if unavailable, all subsequent attempts to contact that 
household were made with the goal of speaking to and conducting the interview with that adult. 
 

Adult Survey Main Q uestionnaire  

The Main section of the Adult Survey included a core set of more than 250 questions (although 
not every question was applicable to or asked of every respondent).  
 
The topic areas that made up the core of the Main section are as follows: 
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1. Health Status: This set of questions was designed to gauge the overall physical and mental 

health of the respondent, and includes questions about health-related quality of life. 
 

2. Health Conditions: This section includes questions about physical and/or mental health 
conditions, including those that had been diagnosed or treated by a health care 
professional. 

 
3. Mental Health: These questions ask specifically about mental health issues, their impact 

on the respondent and health impairments or disabilities. 
 

4. Employment and Daily Activities: This section asked about employment status, physical 
activities that the respondent engaged in, and the degree and duration to which those 
activities were performed. Respondents age 65 and older are asked about recent falls and 
how many times falls resulted in injury. This section also includes questions about 
perceptions of safety and the use of public spaces such as parks and biking trails in the 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘΦ 

 
5. Health Insurance and Access to Care: These questions ask about current health insurance 

coverage, barriers to health care, and whether respondents had seen various health care 
professionals for care. 

 
6. Vaccinations: This section asks whether the respondent received a flu shot or pneumonia 

shot (for respondents that were aged 65+). 
 

7. Tobacco: These questions ask about the use of tobacco products. Individuals who self-
identified as current tobacco users were asked a series of follow-up questions to assess 
the amount and frequency of their tobacco use, smoking in the home, and about tobacco 
cessation and products. 

 
8. Alcohol, Drugs & Firearms: This section includes questions about the amount and 

frequency of alcohol use, as well as marijuana and prescription drug use, including having 
a medical marijuana card. The section also asks about the presence of firearms in the 
home. 

 
9. Sexual/Reproductive Health:  This section asks about current and past sexual behaviors 

of the respondent, including questions about number of sexual partners (both of the same 
gender and/or the opposite gender), as well as the use of condoms and other types of 
pregnancy prevention methods. The section also asks about intimate partner violence 
and provides a confidential domestic violence telephone hotline for respondents. 

 
10. Demographics: Demographic questions about the respondent and the household include 

city and ZIP code of residence, origin of birth, citizenship, race/ethnicity/ancestry, gender, 
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marital status, age, language spoken in the household, disability status, sexual 
orientation, income, and education. 

 
11. Phone/Cell Phone Usage: This section has questions about the presence and use of 

landline and cell phones among household members, including the number and type of 
phones in the household, and the frequency with which they are used to make and 
receive calls. Responses to these questions were used to develop weighting targets for 
telephone service groups. This section includes additional demographic questions about 
access to the Internet, marital status, prescriptions for medical marijuana, sexual 
orientation and household size/make up. Answers to the number of children in the 
household determined eligibility for the Child continuation survey. 
 

12. Housing: This section assesses the type of housing in which the respondent lived at the 
time of the interview and tenure (rented, owned, other) and whether the respondent had 
ever been homeless.  

 
13. Household Income: This section asks whether household income was above or below 

poverty level thresholds (i.e. ς poverty level, 185% above poverty level, 200% above 
poverty level, 300% above poverty level, and 400% above poverty level). Poverty level 
was calculated for each household based on the total number of adults and the total 
number of children (under 18 years of age) using Federal Poverty Levels published by the 
US Census for 2013. 
 

14. Public Assistance/Food Insecurity: This section asks questions to assess ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ 
need for SNAP, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, and any difficulties they 
had being able to afford and/or have access to food when they were hungry. This section 
also includes questions about nutrition education, the proportion of fruits and vegetables 
iƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŘƛŜǘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ōǳȅǎ ƎǊƻŎŜǊƛŜǎΦ 

 
The main section of the Adult questionnaire concludes with questions about the city/town and 
ZIP code in which the respondent lives. Respondents from the landline frame were then asked 
for their home address for the purpose of geocoding the address. Respondents from the cell 
phone frame were asked for their mailing address to issue their $10 incentive. If the mailing 
address for the incentive was their home address, that address was also used for geocoding 
otherwise home address or cross-streets were asked for geocoding.  

Additional Questions Asked of Subsamples of Adults  

9ƛƎƘǘ άǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜέ ƳƻŘǳƭŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !Řǳƭǘ Questionnaire. Each module 
consisted of a block of questions and was administered to approximately one-eighth of the 
sample (1,000 interviews). The CATI script randomly assigned each case to one of the eight 
subsample groups at the beginning of the survey. Each subsample module was programmed at a 
point within the Adult Questionnaire based on topic to ensure that the survey would flow in a 
cohesive manner.  
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The topics of the eight subsample modules are as follows: 
 

1. Street Vendors/Climate Change: The questions in this module ask ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ 
frequency of eating food from street vendors and/or food carts/trucks, and whether they 
had ever become sick as a result of eating these foods. This module also included 
questions about concern about the possible impacts of climate change in Los Angeles. 
 

2. Nutrition: This module assesses support of bans and regulations on food and nutrition 
that affect children, such as taxes on soda and advertising of sugary foods. 
 

3. Caregiving/Tap Water/Neighborhood: This module asks whether respondents provided 
care or assistance to an aging adult or an individual with a long-term illness or disability. 
It also asks about the perceived safety of and usage of tap water, as well as the perceived 
benefit of fluoride in drinking water.  
 

4. Heat Alerts: In this module, respondents are asked about their behavior and practices 
during heat alerts to stay cool.  
 

5. Emergency Preparedness/Alcohol Policy/Caregiving: This module asks questions 
ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƻǊ ŘƛǎŀǎǘŜǊǎ. This 
module also includes a series of questions about support of bans and regulations  related 
to the sale and use of alcohol. 
 

6. Tobacco Policy 1: This first module asks respondents their opinion about exposure to 
second-hand smoke and cigarette use by minors, as well as whether or not they favored 
banning smoking in outdoor areas. There are also questions about whether the 
respondent was living in subsidized public housing, and a description of the type of 
housing in which they were living. 
 

7. Tobacco Policy 2: The second Tobacco Policy module consists of a series of agree/disagree 
statements that cover a wide range of issues related to the sale and use of tobacco 
products within the County. 
 

8. Child Policy: This module asks a series of agree/disagree statements about issues related 
to pre-school/pre-kindergarten, awareness of County organizations like First 5LA, sources 
from which they may have heard about First 5 LA, and topic areas that they may or may 
not associate with First 5 LA.  

 
The English-language version of the Adult Questionnaire is included in Appendix II-B. 
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V. Structure and Content of the Child Survey Questionnaire  

Survey Screener 

Eligibility requirements for the Child Survey include residing in LA County and having at least one 
child under the age of 18 in the household. Child Survey interviews originated from one of two 
sources: completed Adult Survey interviews or the supplemental landline or cell phone RDD 
samples. Eligibility was established differently for the two sample sources. 
 
Adult Survey respondents were required to confirm residency in LA County to be eligible for the 
interview. Because the Adult Survey asks about the presence of children in the household, the 
interview itself determined eligibility for the Child Survey. However, fully completing the Adult 
Survey is a third eligibility requirement that is unique to this group only.   
 
In the supplemental landline sample, the interviewer begins by explaining that we were calling 
to conduct the LACHS Child Survey on behalf of LAC-DPH and asking to speak to an adult. As with 
the Adult survey, respondents in the cell phone frame are screened for safety and confirmation 
that we have reached their cell phone. An attempt was then made to screen the household to 
determine eligibility by asking: 
 

1. If the household was located in LA County, and if so in what city or town, and  
 

2. How many children lived in the household who were: (1) 12 to 17 years of age, 
(2) 6 to 11 years of age, or (3) 5 years of age or younger. 

 
Once eligible households were identified, a child was chosen at random to be the focus of the 
survey and we attempted to complete the interview with an adult in the household who was 
sufficiently knowledgeable about the health and daily routines of the selected child. 
 

Respondent and Child Selection Procedure  

After determining eligibility, the CATI script calculated the total number of children in the 
household based on answers to questions about the number of children who were: (1) 12 to 
under 17 years of age, (2) 6 to 11 years of age, and (3) 5 years of age or younger. The CATI script 
enumerated all children in the household by age group, and order of age within groups. For 
example, a household with two children in each age category would have a child selected at 
random. 
 
The selected child was identified to the respondent by age group and position within that group, 
e.g. second oldest.  
 
In December 2014, in consultation with LAC-DPH, a process of oversampling children 0 to 5 years 
of age was implemented if the respondent-reported ZIP code indicated the household was likely 
to be located in a Best Start Community (BSC). This oversampling was necessary in order to 
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ensure we completed at least 500 interviews with parents/guardians of children 0 to 5 years old 
living in a BSC. 
 
Once a focus child was selected, we attempted to identify and speak directly with the adult in 
the household who knew enough to answer questions about the health and daily routines of the 
focus child. If this required a new adult to be brought to the phone, we determined the language 
required to communicate with the new respondent and scheduled a callback if necessary. Once 
the new respondent was on the phone, the interviewer would repeat the introduction and 
ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǇƻƴǎƻǊ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳƛƴƎ ǘhat this new adult was 
knowledgeable about the health and daily routines of the focus child. Once the appropriate adult 
was identified, we attempted to recruit participation in the Child Survey. For eligible respondents 
who had also completed the Adult Survey, we administered the Child Survey in the same 
language as the Adult Survey. 
 

Child Survey Questionnaire  

The Child Survey questionnaire contains over 200 individual questions, though most of these 
questions were not asked of all respondents. Many questions were only asked in interviews 
where the selected focus child was 5 years of age or younger. Interviews conducted about a 
selected child age 6 to 17 years of age were approximately four minutes shorter by comparison. 
Child interviews that originated from Adult Survey completes were also shorter, as some of the 
questions had already been answered in the Adult Survey.  
 
The 2014-15 Child Survey included questions on the following topics: 
 

1. Child Identification and Background: This section collects basic information about the 
focus child to help administer the survey, including ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜ ƻǊ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭǎΣ ŀƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ 
gender, in addition to ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ŎƘƛƭŘΦ 
 

2. Infant-Related Questions: This section was administered only if the focus child was aged 
5 years or younger, and many questions ǿŜǊŜ ƻƴƭȅ ŀǎƪŜŘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ biological mother 
was interviewed. Questions assess whether the biological mother smoked during 
pregnancy, experience with breastfeeding in the days and months after birth, the timing 
of feeding the infant formula and food items besides breast milk, participation in the WIC 
program, and whether, during the first year after birth, any health professional (e.g., a 
nurse or social worker) had visited the home to provide information about parenting. . 
 

3. Daily Activities/ Family Interaction: These questions were asked if the focus child was 
aged 5 years or younger: how often family members engage their child in activities such 
as reading, telling stories Eating meals together was asked of all children ages 0-17 years. 
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4. Sugar Sweetened Beverages/Sodas & Screen Time: This question assessed the childΩǎ 
daily consumption sweetened beverages, and usage of television and video games, and 
computers or smartphones on an average day.  
 

5. Physical Activity: This section begins by asking if the focus child aged 6 years or older 
participated in any physical activities or exercise in the last week. The section then asks 
all respondents about their community, including public safety, park spaces, and whether 
they felt they belonged to their community.   

 
6. Special Health Needs/Disabilities: This section asks about any special medication, 

treatment or tƘŜǊŀǇȅ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ 
Ƙŀǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ǘƛƳŜ, finances and daily life. The section also asks about barriers to 
ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ŎŀǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǿŀǎ ŀŘƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ƘƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
last year. 
 

7. Child Development Knowledge Statements: ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ 
knowledge of facts about early child development.   
 

8. Health Conditions: This section asks whether a health professional ever reported that the 
child had health problems such as autism, diabetes or asthma. Follow-up questions ask 
how these conditions were being treated. The section also asks if the child received a 
seasonal flu shot or flu mist. 
 

9. Child Care: For respondents with a focus child aged 5 years or younger, this section asks 
about childcare arrangements used, difficulties arranging childcare and barriers to finding 
or keeping regular childcare.  
 

10. Health Insurance: Questions ask ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŎŀǊŜ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ 
whether the focus child has a regular source of care, and where the respondent seeks 
health advice for the focus child.  
 

11. Barriers to Accessing Healthcare:  This section focused on the resǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ 
with the ease and/or difficulty of obtaining healthcare for the selected child.  

 
12. Parental Support: ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƻōǘŀƛƴ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ƻǊ ƘŜƭǇ 

when it came to raising the focus child, and how often the respondent was impacted by 
negative emotions, such as lack of interest or feelings of depression. Questions about the 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ CƛǊǎǘ 5 LA Parent Helpline, as well as their 
feelings about caring for the focus child were also included. 
 
 

13. Child Demographics: This series included demographic questions about the focus child 
such as age, gender, race/ethnicity/ancestry, origin of birth, and length of time in the US 
and citizen status, when applicable. 
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14. Parent Demographics: Many of the questions in this series were also asked in the Adult 

Survey, and therefore not re-asked in the Child Survey if a valid answer had already been 
provided. All questions were administered in interviews that originated from the 
supplemental sample used for the Child Survey. Questions included ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ 
gender, age, race/ethnicity/ancestry, preferred language spoken in their home, origin of 
birth, length of time in the US and citizen status (when applicable), education level, 
marital status, sexual orientation, and employment status. Employment status of the 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǎǇƻǳǎŜκǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ was also determined, if applicable. 
 

15. Other Household Information: Additional information about the household and residents 
was assessed, including household composition, the number of cell phones in the 
household and how often they were used, as well as the city and ZIP code of residence. 
Household income was also determined by asking whether income fell above or below 
poverty thresholds (i.e. ς poverty level, 200% above poverty level, 300% above poverty 
level, and 400% above poverty level). Poverty level for each household was calculated 
based on the total number of adults and children (under 18 years of age) using Federal 
Poverty guidelines published by the US Census for 2010. 
 

The English-language version of the Child Questionnaire is included in Appendix II-C. 
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VI. Survey Administration  

Pre-testing and Pilot Test  

The LACHS was originally designed to include a separate pre-test and pilot test. A total of 30 Adult 
and 30 Child Survey pre-test interviews conducted in English only would provide feedback to 
gauge interview length, determine if revisions were necessary to question wording and/or 
question order, and assess the general ease of administering the surveys. After the English-
language versions of the Adult and Child Surveys were finalized, they would be translated and a 
pilot test including 50 Adult and 50 Child Survey interviews would be conducted with a minimum 
of three in each language. Final recommendations for questionnaire and protocol revisions would 
be provided based on the pilot test interviews before the start of the main study. Due to 
constraints and logistics related to funding and the LACHS timeline, the pre-test and pilot test 
were essentially combined as explained below. 
 

Adult Survey 

The pre-test/pilot test for the Adult Survey was conducted using a sample of landline telephone 
numbers and began on Thursday, June 5, 2014. The Child Survey questionnaire was not yet 
finalized; therefore, we could not launch the Adult Survey in the format that was implemented 
for the main survey with an invitation for qualified households to immediately continue to the 
Child Survey. Adult Survey interviewing was paused after the shift on Sunday, June 8, 2014, at 
which time 31 interviews had been completed.   
 
On Friday, June 13, 2014, interviewing for the Adult Survey pretest/pilot resumed including the 
invitation for eligible households to immediately continue to the Child Survey. Households that 
had completed the Adult Survey prior to June 13th and were eligible for the Child Survey were 
called back.  
 
Adult Survey pre-test/pilot test interviewing continued through the evening of Wednesday, June 
18.  A total of 105 Adult Survey interviews were completed: 93 Adult only, 7 Adults who qualified 
for the Child Survey, but did not complete it (5 terminated, 2 requested to be called back), and 5 
households that completed both the Adult and Child interviews. The average length of the Adult 
interview, measured only among cases that did not qualify for the Child interview (93 cases), was 
31.2 minutes (31:12)9, roughly six (6) minutes longer than budgeted.  
 

Child Survey 

The Child Survey pre-test/pilot test was conducted using a supplemental RDD sample of cell 
phone numbers, a new component of the 2014-15 LACHS. Interviewing was conducted between 
Wednesday, June 11, and Wednesday, June 18. A total of 39 interviews were completed. The 

                                                           
9 July 10:  After discussing the use of decimal time versus minutes and seconds with LA DPH, Abt SRBI agreed to include the 
minutes and seconds timing as well. 
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average length of the Child pretest/pilot interview was 29.8 minutes, approximately 6 minutes 
longer than the average length of the final Child Survey interview. 
 

Main Child Survey 

During a June 18, 2014, conference call with LAC-DPH, Abt SRBI proposed starting the data 
collection for the Child Survey in June prior to incorporating any feedback from the pre-test/pilot 
test in order to meet project timeline requirements. We suggested starting the standalone 
versions using supplemental samples of landline and cell phone numbers instead of fully 
implementing the Child Survey continuation from the Adult Survey for efficiency and simplicity. 
The continuation process from the Adult Survey required additional CATI set-up and Field 
oversight, making it more difficult to implement. Restricting interviewing to the supplemental 
sample versions initially also limited the extent of script changes that would be required once the 
questionnaire was finalized. LAC-DPH agreed to this approach and the Child Supplemental Survey 
went live on Thursday, June 19. While these interviews were retained for analysis and included 
in the final sample, they were evaluated in the same way as the pre-test/pilot test interviews. 
 
Interviewing was paused on Monday, June 30, 2014, at which point 497 Child Supplemental 
Survey interviews were completed.  The breakdown by broad categories was: 

¶ Landline:  324 

¶ Cell Phone:  173 

¶ Selected Child Age 12-17:  219 

¶ Selected Child Age 6-11:  161 

¶ Selected Child Age 0-5:  117 

 
The overall average interview length for the Child Supplemental Survey was 28.2 minutes, 
approximately eight (8) minutes longer than budgeted.  By age group, the average interview 
lengths were: 

¶ 12 to 17:  27.01 ς 27:00 

¶ 6 to 11:  26.66 ς 26:40 

¶ 0 to 5:  32.55 ς 32:33 

June 2014 LACHS Interview Monitoring Feedback 

Approximately sixty-five interviews were monitored by the Abt SRBI project team between live 
monitoring of interviews and listening to recorded pre-test/pilot interviews. Most of the live 
interviews were observed in the company of LAC-DPH staff.  All recorded pre-test/pilot 
interviews were uploaded and shared with LAC-DPH staff. 
 
Overall, the Abt SRBI project team concluded that the LACHS interviews ran smoothly. Observed 
issues generally appeared to be respondent-specific (e.g., a respondent wanted to answer before 
all response options were read; there ǿŀǎ ŀƴ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘΣ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ 



 

32 | P a g e 
 

question; or a respondent was occasionally confused by a question but a pattern of difficulty 
understanding the question was not observed). However, a few specific issues were noted. 
 
Adult & Child Questionnaire: 

¶ Several respondents found the sugar-sweetened beverage question hard to answer. One 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ όǿƘƻ ǿŀǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƘŜǊ ŘŀǳƎƘǘŜǊύ ŀǎƪŜŘ άIƻǿ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻǳƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ 

one of those juice ōƻȄŜǎΚέ 

o ! ŦŜǿ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ άƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŜ ŀ Řŀȅέ ƻǊ άƻƴƭȅ ŀ ŎƻǳǇƭŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

ǿŜŜƪέ ς we believe the additional interviewing briefing in conjunction with new 

ǇǊƻōŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘŜȄǘ ŦƻǊ ŎƻŘŜ ΨфтΩ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΩǎ 

administration. 

 
Adult Questionnaire: 

¶ One respondent appeared confused by QN85d (Have you received any nutrition 

ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΧ !ƎŀƛƴΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ άbhέ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǘ ŀ ²L/ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦύ: the 

prompt ά!ƎŀƛƴΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ άbhέ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǘ ŀ ²L/ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ,έ received 

a response ofΣ ά¦ƘΧ ƴƻΚέ The interviewer re-read the question to respondent, but he still 

seemed confused. 

 

¶ An older respondent answered Q89 (I am going to read two statements that people have 

ƳŀŘŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƻŘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΧύ ŀǎ άbƻέΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊ ǇǊƻōŜŘ 

several times (it was clear that this was not true for the respondent) and the respondent 

kept giving different answers. 

o Based on one respondent, we cannot claim this is a significant problem for the 

survey administration.  However, one suggestion ƛǎ ǘƻ ƛƴǎŜǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ά¸ŜǎΣέ ŀǘ 

ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŎƻŘŜǎ м ŀƴŘ н ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎŜǊǘ άbƻΣέ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 

code 3.   

 
Child Questionnaire: 

¶ !ǘ /птΣ ƛǘŜƳ άŀέΣ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŀǎƪŜŘ ά/ŀǊŜ ŦƻǊΧ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ƻǊ ǿƘŀǘΚέ. 

The interviewer probed using the question text and the respondent answered. 

o Does DPH have a specific definition in mind?  We have administered this question 

in other surveys without incident, so we do not have a concern; nevertheless this 

is an observation worth mentioning that we had not previously shared with DPH.  

¶ One respondent was very upset by C63 (Is child of Latino or of Hispanic origin?) and 

wanted to make sure project staff knew ς the mother of the child is Hispanic and the 

father is not ς he did not know how to answer the question ς άL ƴŜǾŜǊ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 

ǘƘŀǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΦ IŜǊ ƳƻǘƘŜǊ ƛǎ IƛǎǇŀƴƛŎ ŀƴŘ L ŀƳ ƴƻǘΦ {ƘŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘƛƴƪǎ ƻŦ ƘŜǊǎŜƭŦ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘΦέύ 
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o While noteworthy, !ōǘ {w.LΩǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘŜŀƳ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ the issue to be an interviewer 

training matter.  Going forward, interviewers were then instructed to remind the 

respondent, there is no right or wrong answer, we are asking how the child (or the 

respondent herself/himself in parallel questions) would classify herself/himself.  If 

the respondent was unsure and was not willing to commit to a specific category, 

interviewers could ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ŀ ά5ƻƴΩǘ Yƴƻǿέ ƻǊ ŀ άwŜŦǳǎŜŘέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΦ 

 
Finally, though we did not experience any respondent reaction, the introduction to the firearms 
questions made an impression on the project team.  Having listened to numerous interviews, the 
introduction to the firearms section seems to raise a concern that otherwise did not exist in the 
mind of the respondent.  Abt SRBI proposed reading ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άWe are asking these in a 
health survey because of our interest in firearm-related injuries.έ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜŀŘ ƻƴƭȅ ƛŦ ŀ 
respondent raises concern to the interviewer, to avoid biasing respondent answers.  LAC-DPH 
agreed to this edit prior to the start of the main Adult Survey in August 2014.  

Main Survey I nterviewing Dates  

For the 2014-15 LACHS, Child Survey interviews were conducted from June 19, 2014, through 
June 2, 2015.  LACHS Adult Survey interviews were conducted August 11, 2014, through June 1, 
2015. 

Average Length of Interviews   

The Adult Survey was specified and budgeted to average 25 minutes in length; the Child Survey 
was specified and budgeted to average 20 minutes in length. 

Adult Survey Average Length 

During the pre-test/pilot test, the Adult Survey averaged just over 31 minutes.  In July and August 
2014, LADPH and Abt SRBI collaborated to edit the Adult Survey questionnaire and reduce 
average interview length.  After main interviewing began, average interview length was assessed 
at just over 27 minutes based on approximately 250 Adult interviews.  At the end of data 
collection, the average interview length was 27:28.  The average lengths by category were: 
 

¶ Landline:  26:35 

¶ Cell phone:  29:18 

¶ Subsamp 1:  27:47 

¶ Subsamp 2:  27:22 

¶ Subsamp 3:  27:38 

¶ Subsamp 4:  26:59 

¶ Subsamp 5:  28:07 

¶ Subsamp 6:  28:01 

¶ Subsamp 7:  27:06 

¶ Subsamp 8:  26:46 
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Child Survey Average Length 

During the pre-test/pilot test and June start of the main survey, the Child Survey interview 
averaged approximately 28 minutes.  During the month of July 2014, LAC-DPH worked with Abt 
SRBI to edit the Child Survey questionnaire in order to reduce the interview length.  When data 
collection resumed on July 24, 2014, the average interview length for the Child Survey was 
estimated to be approximately 22 minutes based on 100 interviews.  By the end of data 
collection, the average interview length was 23:47.  The average lengths by category were: 
 

¶ Landline:  22:25 

¶ Cell phone:  26:14 

¶ Selected Child age 0-5:  26:38 

¶ Selected Child age 6-11:  22:40 

¶ Selected Child age 12-17:  22:35 

Survey Languages 

Residents of LA County are racially and ethnically diverse, with large populations of 
Hispanics/Latinos and Asians. A notable percentage of these Hispanic and Asian residents speak 
little or no English. To ensure these populations could be included in the 2014-15 Adult and Child 
Surveys, both were administered in five non-English languages: Spanish, Cantonese, Mandarin, 
Korean, and Vietnamese. 
 
The percent of interviews completed in each language for the Adult and Child Surveys is shown 
in Table 2. 
 
Table 2: Adult and Child Survey Interviews by Language 
 Language Adult Survey Child Survey 

English 6,820 85.2% 4,647 77.7% 

Spanish 991 12.4% 1,244 20.8% 

Cantonese 40 0.5% 22 0.4% 

Mandarin 91 1.1% 40 0.7% 

Vietnamese 26 0.3% 18 0.3% 

Korean 40 0.5% 11 0.2% 

TOTAL 8,008 100.0% 5,982 100.0% 

 

English and Spanish surveys were administered directly in the CATI program. Cantonese, 
Mandarin, Vietnamese, and Korean interviews were administered using the paper questionnaire, 
with answers entered directly into the CATI program while following along an English version of 
the interview. 
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Translation and Translation Review  

After the English-language versions of the Adult and Child Surveys were finalized, both surveys 
were translated into each of the additional five languages in which the survey was offered. The 
questionnaires were translated by G3 Translate, a New York City-based firm that had the ability 
to translate into all five languages. The translated versions of the 2010-11 LACHS survey 
questionnaires were provided to the vendor to ensure that the existing translation would be used 
for questions that were identical to the 2010-11 survey. To facilitate this process, the 2014-15 
English-language versions of the questionnaires were marked-up to indicate which questions 
were unchanged from the 2010-11 surveys. The marked-up questionnaires were provided to the 
translation vendor. 
 
For each language, translations of the Adult and Child Surveys were reviewed independently by 
an Abt SRBI staff member who was fluent in that language. For the Spanish-language translations, 
an in-house linguistics expert who is fluent in Spanish reviewed the surveys. The translations for 
each of the Asian-language surveys were reviewed by a bilingual interviewer who specialized in 
the administration of surveys in that particular Asian language. These independent reviewers 
provided feedback on any problems or issues with the translation, and their comments were 
shared with the translation vendor to review. All issues were either corrected in the translation, 
or the vendor provided an acceptable justification of why no change should be made. Vendor 
changes and comments were shared with the reviewers, and the process continued until a 
consensus was reached that all translations were accurate. Once the translated surveys were 
finalized, a different translator (at the same vendor organization) back-translated the 
instruments into English for all five languages for both the Adult and Child Surveys. The English 
back-translations were compared to the original English version to identify any additional issues, 
which were discussed with the translation vendor and reviewers until a consensus was reached 
that the translations were accurate. The translated versions were then provided to LAC-DPH 
where  staff fluent in these languages  completed their review. Edits and feedback were provided 
ǘƻ !ōǘ {w.LΣ ŀƴŘΧΦΦ 
 

Sample Management  

The sample was managed to complete the desired number of interviews overall and in each SPA 
while achieving the highest response rate possible. This was done by releasing sample in batches 
of replicates, ensuring released sample was fully dialed according to the call protocol, monitoring 
refusal conversion efforts, and periodically assessing productivity to estimate the amount of 
sample needed to reach quotas before releasing additional sample replicates.  
 

Call Design and Protocol  

Initially, telephone numbers were given a maximum of 14 call attempts for both the Adult and 
Child Surveys. Cases that completed the Adult Survey and were eligible to complete the Child 
Survey were given up to 14 additional attempts (for up to 28 attempts total). A small percentage 
of cases received more than 14 attempts to follow-through on callback appointments and 
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maximize response rate. However, the call protocol was modified partway through the field 
period as described below. Telephone numbers were dialed until they achieved a terminal 
disposition or reached maximum attempts based on the current protocol. 
 
In an effort to improve efficiency and offset higher costs resulting from longer than budgeted 
interview lengths for the Adult and Child Surveys, Abt SRBI and LAC-DPH agreed to reduce the 
call protocol late in the data collection period (April 1, 2015). Maximum call attempts were 
decreased for non-qualified cases from 14 to 10 in the landline frame and from 14 to 8 in the cell 
phone frame, leaving the full call protocol in place for qualified cases.   
 
¶ For the Adult Survey, a qualified case was one where we confirmed LA County residence, 

selected the qualified respondent (landline households), and were about to administer 
Q1.  Adult Survey respondents who qualified for and agreed to continue and participate 
in the Child Survey continued to receive up to 14 additional attempts in order to complete 
the Child Survey continuation interview. 

 
¶ For the Child Survey, a qualified case was one where we confirmed LA County residence, 

determined there was a child age 0 to 17 living in the household, selected a child and a 
sufficiently knowledgeable respondent, ŀƴŘ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜ ƻǊ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭǎΦ   

 
Reducing the number of call attempts had only a small effect on the overall composition of the 
unweighted sample.  This was largely due to the fact that only a small proportion of surveys are 
completed with cases that were not qualified by the time they reached 10 (in landline) or 8 (in 
cell phone) attempts (0.7 to 1.3%).  While respondents surveyed in later attempts did have a 
slightly different distribution on some characteristics, the differences were not meaningfully 
large. 
 
Outbound calls for LACHS were concentrated in the core dialing windows below.   
 

ω Weeknights 5PM-9PM10 
ω Saturdays 10AM-4PM  
ω Sundays 1 PM to 5 PM and 5 PM to 9 PM 
 
If contact was not established during the regular dialing windows, landline numbers were also 
called on weekdays during the day (roughly noon to 5pm) on the 6th and 11th attempts. This 
schedule ensures that calls are made to households at different times of the day to maximize the 
chance of reaching the household. 
 
Messages were left the first time a voicemail/answering machine message was encountered and 
then on every third subsequent voicemail/answering machine message.  The following answering 
machine messages were used: 
 
Landline 

 Ȱ(ÅÌÌÏȟ )ȭÍ ÃÁÌÌÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÂÅÈÁÌÆ ÏÆ ÙÏÕÒ ,ÏÓ !ÎÇÅÌÅÓ #ÏÕÎÔÙ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ 0ÕÂÌÉÃ (ÅÁÌÔÈȢ  
This is not a sales call.  We are conducting an important survey of County residents. If 

                                                           
10 All times are Pacific. 
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you have any questions about the survey, you may contact the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Health at 213-240-7785.  We will try reaching you another 
ÔÉÍÅȢȱ 

 
Cell 

Ȱ(ÅÌÌÏȟ )ȭÍ ÃÁÌÌÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÂÅÈÁÌÆ ÏÆ ÙÏÕÒ ,ÏÓ !ÎÇÅÌÅÓ #ÏÕÎÔÙ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ 0ÕÂÌÉÃ (ÅÁÌÔÈȢ  4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ 
not a sales call.  We are conducting an important survey of County residents.  If you qualify, 
you will be reimbursed for time spent answering our questions on your cell phone.  If you 
have any questions about the survey, you may contact the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health at 213-240-χχψυȢ  7Å ×ÉÌÌ ÔÒÙ ÒÅÁÃÈÉÎÇ ÙÏÕ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÔÉÍÅȢȱ 

 
An LAC-DPH telephone number was programmed to be displayed on caller ID for calls made to 
landline phones for this survey. This was done so that households would reach the LAC-DPH if 
the number was called back to inquire about the purpose of our call. Caller ID display is controlled 
by our automated dialers, which were not used to call cell phone numbers in accordance with 
Federal laws. Therefore, the LAC-DPH number was only displayed on calls to landline phones11.  
 

Refusal and Refusal Conversion Procedures  

Lƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǊŜŦǳǎŀƭǎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƻǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άǎƻŦǘέ ƻǊ άƘŀǊŘέ όƘŀǊǎƘύ ǊŜŦǳǎŀƭǎΦ 
Hard refusals were not called again. Soft refusals were called again by an interviewer trained in 
refusal conversion techniques to try and gain cooperation of the household/individual. If the 
household or individual was reached and refused a second time, no further calls were made. 
 
Late in the data collection period (April 1, 2015) Abt SRBI and LAC-DPH agreed to stop refusal 
conversion efforts in the cell phone sample.  The decision was made to improve production 
efficiency of the cell phone sample and balance increased costs due to the longer than budgeted 
interview lengths for both the Adult and Child Surveys. 

Incentives  

Respondents who completed only the Adult interview on a landline phone or only the Child 
interview from the supplemental landline sample were not offered an incentive. A $10 incentive 
was offered to: respondents who completed the Adult interview or Child interview by cell phone; 
and those who completed the Child interview after completing the Adult interview on a landline. 
Those who completed both the Adult and Child interviews on a cell phone were offered a total 
of $20.  
 

                                                           
11 While our dialer was programmed to display the LADPH number for all landline calls made using the automated dialer, the 
ǘŜƭŜǇƘƻƴŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅŜŘ ƻƴ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŎŀƭƭŜǊ L5 ƛǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǘŜƭŜǇƘƻƴŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊΣ ŀƴŘ in some 
cases may have reflected the actual number used to place the call instead of the LADPH number. 
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VII. Final Data Preparation  

Data Processing 

Data for the Adult and Child Surveys were processed periodically throughout data collection. 
Processing involved a compilation of completed interview cases for review by the Project 
Manager. 
 
After interviewing was complete, a final un-coded data set was compiled for each of the Adult 
and Child Surveys in SAS format that contained completed interviews only. For the 2014-15 
LACHS, DPH staff reviewed and coded the ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾŜrbatim responses. 
 
Initial geocoding results were also provided to LAC-DPH based on results from a process using 
reviewed and cleaned respondent-reported address or cross-street information to estimate 
latitude and longitude coordinates by connecting to a live map server. Cases were assigned into 
census tract, Health District, and one of the eight SPAs. Separate Excel files with these preliminary 
geocoding results, address and cross-street information were sent to LAC-DPH. LAC-DPH used 
these files to ǊŜǾƛŜǿ !ōǘ {w.LΩǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀƴŘ geocode all cases and assign SPA following the same 
procedures used for previous surveys. This process identified 48 Adult and 48 Child survey cases 
that were not in LA County and were therefore removed from the final analytic dataset. 
 

Geocoding  

Home address and cross-street information was collected from respondents for coding SPA and 
Health District. The geocoding process used for the 2014-15 LACHS was based on the process 
used for the 2010-11 LACHS and included three phases  
 
1.  Geocoding. For consistency with the 2010-11 LACHS, cases were initially grouped into 
following categories based on the amount of data available for geocoding:  

a) Records with detailed street address or cross-streets, city and zip code 
b) Records with street name only (no street number), or records with two parallel streets  
c) Records with ZIP code data only 
d) Records with city data only  
e) Records with city and ZIP code data only 
f) Records without any address information at all 

 
2. Geocoding Quality Review 
 
3.  Assignment of geocoded locations to areas 
 
The following GIS files were used for the 2014-15 LACHS project geocoding and area 
assignments: 
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SPA 2012 (downloaded 9/12/2014) 
http://egis3.lacounty.gov/dataportal/2012/03/01/service-planning-areas-spa-2012/ 
 
Health Districts 2012 (downloaded 9/12/2014) 
http://egis3.lacounty.gov/dataportal/2012/03/01/health-districts-hd-2012/ 
 
CAMS Address Locator files (transferred to Abt SRBI via SFTP 10/2/2014) 

- CAMS_ADDRESS_LINES.shp 
-  CAMS_ADDRESS_POINTS.shp 
-  CAMS_INTERSECT.loc 
-  CAMS_POINTS.loc 
- CAMS_STREETS.loc 
-  CAMS_LOCATOR.loc 

 
In order to be consistent with geocoding from previous years of the LACHS, Abt SRBI used the 
coordinate system: PCS: NAD 1983 StatePlane California V FIPS 0405 Feet.12  Census Tract 2010 
file (transferred to Abt SRBI via SFTP 10/2/2014) 

- Census_Tract_2014.zip 
 
Updated ZIP Codes file (transferred to Abt SRBI via SFTP 10/2/2014) 

- zipcodepoints_rev100114_SPAHD2012.xls 
- zipcodepoints_rev100114.zip 

 
First 5 LA County Best Start Communities BSC (transferred to Abt SRBI via SFTP 10/3/2014) 

- BSC zip codes 2014 ohae to Abt.xlsx 
 
The following points detail the procedures accordingly for geocoding and locational 
assignments: 
 
1) Geocoding 

a) Records with detailed street address or cross-streets, city and ZIP code. 
9ȄŀƳǇƭŜΥ  άрплл wǳǎǎŜƭƭ !ǾŜΣ [ƻǎ !ƴƎŜƭŜǎΣ /! фллнтέ  
9ȄŀƳǇƭŜΥ  άwǳǎǎŜƭƭ !ǾŜ ϧ b IŀǊǾŀǊŘ .ƭǾŘΣ [ƻǎ !ƴƎŜƭŜǎΣ /! фллнтέ 
 
!ǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άнлмм DŜƻŎƻŘƛƴƎ tǊƻŎŜǎǎέ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ 9{wL !rcGIS software (ArcMap) 
was utilized for geocoding.  Abt SRBI GIS has the latest full suite of ESRI ArcGIS software 
including both ESRI ArcMap 10.1 and 10.2, and ESRI ArcGIS Server.  For the 2014-15 
LACHS real-time geocoding process Abt SRBI GIS downloaded ǘƘŜ ά[! /ƻǳƴǘȅ {ǘǊŜŜǘ 
/ŜƴǘŜǊƭƛƴŜ !ŘŘǊŜǎǎ CƛƭŜέ ŀƴŘ ōǳƛƭǘ ŀƴ ά!ŘŘǊŜǎǎ [ƻŎŀǘƻǊέ ǳǎƛƴƎ !ǊŎDL{ ǎƻŦǘǿŀǊŜΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
Address locator was then published on our secured ArcGIS Server 10.1 and utilized for 
real-time CATI geocoding during data collection.  The latest LA County Street Centerline 
file was downloaded from the LA County GIS Data Portal. 

                                                           
12 For the initial LACHS geocoding, Abt SRBI used WGS84 projection coordinate system. 

http://egis3.lacounty.gov/dataportal/2012/03/01/service-planning-areas-spa-2012/
http://egis3.lacounty.gov/dataportal/2012/03/01/health-districts-hd-2012/
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LAC-DPH provided Abt SRBI with their Countywide Address Management System 
ό/!a{ύ [ƻŎŀǘƻǊ ŦƛƭŜǎΦ  !ōǘ {w.LΩǎ DL{ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ used the CAMS Locator for geocoding 
street address and cross-street data.  LAC-DPH made the following settings:   a spelling 
sensitivity of 80, a minimum match score of 85, and a minimum candidate score of 83. 
 
Street address and cross-ǎǘǊŜŜǘ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭƭȅ ŎƻŘŜŘ ōȅ 5tIΩǎ /!a{ 
Locator will be run through Bing Maps API, in the hopes of finding a match.  DPH would 
like Abt SRBI to run any cases matched through Bing Maps to have their addresses run 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ /!a{ [ƻŎŀǘƻǊ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ /!a{Ωǎ 
longitude/latitude location.   

 
b) Records with street name only (no street number), or records with two parallel 
streets  
9ȄŀƳǇƭŜΥ  άhƭȅƳǇƛŎ .ƭǾŘΣ [ƻǎ !ƴƎŜƭŜǎέ 
9ȄŀƳǇƭŜΥ  άaŀȅōŜǊǊȅ {ǘǊŜŜǘΣ фллнсέ 
9ȄŀƳǇƭŜΥ άaƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀ {ǘ ϧ !ƭǘǳǊŀ {ǘΣ [ƻǎ !ƴƎŜƭŜǎέ 
 
{ƛƴŎŜ нлммΣ ƎŜƻŎƻŘƛƴƎ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ Ƙŀǎ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŦǊŜŜ ά!ǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
tǊƻƎǊŀƳ LƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜ ό!tLύǎέ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ƎŜƻŎƻŘƛƴƎΦ  !ōǘ {w.L DL{ Ƙŀǎ 
extensive experience in the use of Python language programming 
(https://pypi.python.org ) to interact with the available geocoding APIs.  Based on our 
experience, ǘƘŜ άaƛŎǊƻǎƻŦǘ .ƛƴƎ aŀǇǎ !tLέ ǿŀs recommended for use for the LACHS 
based on reliability and precision in geocoding.  The cases geocoded via Bing Maps API 
were flagged in the LACHS data set. 
 
CƻǊ ǎǘŜǇ άмōέΣ ŀƭƭ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ Ŧǳƭƭ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ƘƻǳǎŜ 
numbers, or providing single or parallel streets only, the Bing Maps geocoding API was 
used. All records in this category were passed through the Bing Maps geocoding API and 
ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƻǳǘǇǳǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ  ! άǇǊŜŎƛǎƛƻƴέ Ŧƛeld for all geocoded addresses was included 
by the Bing Maps API to indicate the level of geocoding to a specific address, 
intersection, ZIP ŎƻŘŜ ƻƴƭȅΣ ŀƴŘ Ŏƛǘȅ ƻƴƭȅΦ  wŜŎƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ άмōέ ŀǊŜ ǎǘǊŜŜǘǎΤ ǘƘǳǎΣ 
only output with street addresses or streets geocoding were accepted and reviewed.  
Outputs of lower quality geocoding precision to ZIP code or cities only were treated as 
ungeocoded records.  
 
Since streets in the LA County area can be many miles long through various 
neighborhoods and unique census tracts, use of the Bing Maps API standardizes and 
ƎŜƻŎƻŘŜǎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜŜǘ ƎŜƻŎƻŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ άŎŜƴǘǊƻƛŘέ ƻǊ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜŜǘΦ  
CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛŦ ά² tƛŎƻ .ƭǾŘΣ [ƻǎ !ƴƎŜƭŜǎΣ /!έ ƛǎ ŜƴǘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ƛƴƎ aŀǇǎ !tL ƎŜƻŎƻŘŜǊΣ 
ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇǊŜŎƛǎŜ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ƻŦ ά² tƛŎƻ .ƭǾŘέ ŜŀŎƘ 
time.  Therefore unique input records with the same street names throughout the 
project were geocoded in an identical manner accordingly.   Further information in the 
Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ άŀǎǎƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ IŜŀƭǘƘ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΣ {t!Σ ŀƴŘ .{/ ŀǊŜŀǎέ όƳŜƳƻ 

https://pypi.python.org/
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point 3) detail how the records will then be balanced between census tracts along 
streets, as noted in the 2011 document. 
 
c) Records with ZIP code data only 
9ȄŀƳǇƭŜΥ  άфлллуέ 
 
d) Records with city data only 
9ȄŀƳǇƭŜΥ  ά/ǳƭǾŜǊ /ƛǘȅέ 
 
e) Records with city and ZIP code data only 
9ȄŀƳǇƭŜΥ  ά[ƻǎ !ƴƎŜƭŜǎΣ /!Σ фллмсέ 
 
For records with any city and/or ZIP code data only, Abt SRBI used the ZIP code lists 
provided by LAC-DPH in order to code the record into the appropriate SPA, Health 
District, and BSC.  The SPA and Health District coding were completed using the file 
άȊƛǇŎƻŘŜǇƻƛƴǘǎψǊŜǾмллммпψ{t!I5нлмнΦȄƭǎȄέΦ  ¢ƘŜ .{/ ŎƻŘƛƴƎ was ŘƻƴŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ά.{/ ȊƛǇ 
ŎƻŘŜǎ нлмп ƻƘŀŜ ǘƻ !ōǘΦȄƭǎȄέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŦƛƭŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ 9ȄŎŜƭ ŦƛƭŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ LAC-DPH did not 
include ZIP code centroid points; therefore, no latitude and longitude were assigned to 
cases with ZIP code only or ZIP code and city name only. 
 
For survey records provided with city name only, fƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ άLƴƎƭŜǿƻƻŘέΣ 5tIΩǎ ½Lt 
code file (zipcodepoints_rev100114_SPAHD2012.xlsx) lists fourteen ZIP codes associated 
ǿƛǘƘ άLƴƎƭŜǿƻƻŘέΣ ŎƻǾŜǊƛƴƎ ǘǿƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ I5 ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ {t!ǎΦ  [!C- DPH 
and Abt SRBI have agreed that Abt SRBI will send such cases to LAC-DPH, relying on their 
local expertise, for geocoding resolution. 
 
f) Records without any address information at all 
9ȄŀƳǇƭŜΥ  άaȅ ƘƻǳǎŜέ 
 
Records with no usable address information provided were flagged for random 
assignment.  The process of random assignment was performed by LAC-DPH staff.  After 
random assignment to a location, the Health Districts, SPA and BSC areas were assigned 
accordingly. 

 
2) Geocoding Quality Review 
 
After each data category was geocoded according to the methods detailed above, by Abt SRBI, 
a series of quality checks and manual geocoding were completed.  The quality checks were as 
follows: 
 

a) A comparison of the addresses provided in both the child and adult surveys, and in 
various points of the survey.  These addresses were compared and reconciled, and the 
various addresses used in combination to improve overall geocoding quality.  All similar 
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addresses for the same household were geocoded identically. 
 

b) Comparisons were completed of the input address precision to the output geocoded 
address precision.  Records of full complete addresses were geocoded to house number 
with full street address only.   Records with street name only were geocoded to street 
name centroids only.  Records with ZIP code and/or city only were geocoded to ZIP code 
and/or city only. 

 
c) A BƛƴƎ aŀǇǎ άŦƭŀƎέ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ǿŀǎ added to the data set for all cases that utilized the Bing 

Maps locator. 
 

d) Using ArcMap GIS software for visual inspection of the geocoded dataset, all geocoded 
address points were mapped and visualized for ZIP codes and city names and compared 
with the LA County ZIP code and city boundaries.  Discrepancies between input ZIP code 
and/or city and output ZIP code and/or city were flagged.  Locations geocoded outside 
of the LA County were flagged. 

 
e) Cases geocoded via the software that, based on the reported street address or cross-

street, are returned with an address containing a ZIP code different than the one 
provided by the respondent (i.e. input/output ZIP code) were flagged in the variable 
ΨLƴǇǳǘψhǳǘǇǳǘψ½ƛǇΩΦ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ assigned X, Y coordinates.  They were sent to 
LADPH for review and a determination of the appropriate coordinate assignment.   

 
f) Cases with only a ZIP code, only a city, or only a ZIP code and a city were reviewed to 

ensure these variables are provided in geocoded data files provided to LAC-DPH. 
 

g) All cases in need of manual geocoding were flagged as deemed appropriate and sent to 
LAC-DPH for review and determination of the best possible geocoding.   
 

h) All records with no address data and any remaining ungeocoded records were randomly 
ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ όάƘƻǘ ŘŜŎƪέ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ completed by LAC-DPH). 

 
i) Final tabular checks were run on the final dataset, such as sorting by latitude and 

longitude coordinates to confirm correct data range.  Geocoding precision of full street 
address, street number or ZIP code / city only were sorted, examined and compared to 
the input data.  Matched addresses were compared to the original input addresses.  A 
manual review of all records will occur outside of GIS software for data consistency. 
 

3) Assignment of geocoded locations to areas 
After all geocoding and quality reviews were completed, the assignment of the geocoded 
coordinates to the areas was completed.  The following GIS files were used for assignment: 
 
SPA 2012 (downloaded 9/12/2014) 
http://egis3.lacounty.gov/dataportal/2012/03/01/service-planning-areas-spa-2012/ 

http://egis3.lacounty.gov/dataportal/2012/03/01/service-planning-areas-spa-2012/
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Health Districts 2012 (downloaded 9/12/2014) 
http://egis3.lacounty.gov/dataportal/2012/03/01/health-districts-hd-2012/ 
 
First 5 LA County Best Start Communities BSC (transferred to Abt SRBI via SFTP 10/3/2014) 
BSC zip codes 2014 ohae to Abt.xlsx 
 
As noted previously, the final assignment process is dependent on the input address data type: 
 

a) For full complete addresses (house number, street, city and ZIP code) geocoded using 
ǘƘŜ /!a{ [ƻŎŀǘƻǊ όŀǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ άмŀέύΣ ǘƘŜ 9{wL ά{Ǉŀǘƛŀƭ Wƻƛƴέ ǘƻƻƭ ǿŀǎ used to 
assign the coordinates to the areas (Health Districts, SPA and BSC) by location. 

 
b) For the street only addresses (as noǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ άмōέύΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ 

coordinates from the Bing Maps API geocoder were examined for the street length and 
balanced between the tracts the street passes through within the ZIP code and city 
provided by the respondent.  For example, if there were four Census Tracts that a street 
passes through in the given ZIP code and city, the case was randomly assigned to one of 
the four tracts and then assigned to the appropriate regional area (SPA, Health District, 
and BSC). 
 

c) City and/or ZIP only data (as noted in sectioƴǎ άмŎέΣ άмŘέΣ ŀƴŘ άмŜέύ ǿŜǊŜ assigned to 
{t! ŀƴŘ IŜŀƭǘƘ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŀǊŜŀǎ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ 5tIΩǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ роф ȊƛǇ ŎƻŘŜǎ ƛƴ LA County.  
These cases were assigned to a BSC based on the 55 ZIP codes provided by DPH (BSC ZIP 
codes 2014 ohae to Abt.xlsx). 

 
d) Records requiring DPH review were sent to LAC-DPH via secure FTP for geocoding.  As 

the local experts, DPH determined the appropriate geocoding for each record and 
returned their geocoded data to Abt SRBI via the FTP site.  These data were 
incorporated into the final LACHS data.  
 

e) Ungeocoded records (aǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ άмŦέύ ǿŜǊŜ randomly assigned, via developed 
άƘƻǘ ŘŜŎƪέ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ŎƻŘŜŘΣ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿƭȅ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ 
to the corresponding areas (Health Districts, SPA or BSC) of the new coordinates chosen. 

 
The final geocoded file contained the following variables for all records: 

¶ GEO_CITY (corrected city) 

¶ GEO_ZIP (corrected ZIP code) 

¶ GEO_STREET (corrected street data) 

¶ GEO_PRECISION (level of geocoding) 

¶ X (x-coordinate) 

¶ Y (y-coordinate) 

¶ CENTROID_FLAG (indicating coordinates based on zip code centroid) 

http://egis3.lacounty.gov/dataportal/2012/03/01/health-districts-hd-2012/
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¶ GEO_CT (census tract 2010) 

¶ GEO_HD (Health District 2012, Numeric) 

¶ GEO_HD_NAME (Health District 2012, Character) 

¶ GEO_SPA (Service Planning Area 2012, Numeric) 

¶ GEO_SPA_NAME (Service Planning Area 2012, Character) 

¶ GEO_BSC (First 5 LA Best Start Community 2014, Numeric) 

¶ GEO_BSC_NAME (First 5 LA Best Start Community 2014, Character) 

¶ IMPUTATION_FLAG (indicating imputed HDs and SPAs via hot deck procedures) 

¶ Bing_Maps_Flag (for cases that are coded via Bing Maps API ς added for the 2014-15 
LACHS)  

¶ LA_County (Flag for cases that fall outside of [! /ƻǳƴǘȅΣ ŀ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ΨмΩ indicated the case 
is not in Los Angeles County.) 

¶ Input_Output_Zip (Flag for cases that are returned with a different output ZIP code than 
ǿŀǎ ƛƴǇǳǘΦ  ! ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ΨмΩ indicated cases meeting this criteria.) 

 
!ǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ !ōǘΩǎ ƎŜƻŎƻŘƛƴƎΣ ŀƭƭ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƎŜƻŎƻŘŜŘ ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ƎŜƻŎƻŘŜŘ 
using Bing API were sent to LAC-DPH for review. LAC-DPH staff manually geocoded those records 
and assigned them, where possible to x,y coordinates and/or census tracts, and at least a 
minimum to appropriate Health Districts and Service Planning Areas (Appendix XX).  

Summary of the Final Level of Geocoded D ata 
 

Categories 
 Overall Adult Survey Child Survey 
 N        %a N %a N %a 

Total Records  12,544  8,056  6,030  

   Outside of LA County  86  48  48  

   Within LA County b  12,458  8,008  5,982  
 Detailed Street Address or Cross-

Streets c 
 

7,262 58.3% 4,211 52.6% 4,388 68.6% 

 Street Name Only or Parallel Streets c  1,056 8.5% 684 8.5% 437 8.4% 
 City Only  53 0.4% 42 0.5% 13 0.2% 
 City & Zip Only d  4,021 32.3% 3,013 37.6% 1,134 22.7% 
 No Address Information  66 0.5% 58 0.7% 10 0.2% 

a Among records within LA County. 
b /ŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ά5ŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ {ǘǊŜŜǘ !ŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƻǊ /Ǌƻǎǎ {ǘǊŜŜǘǎέ ŀƴŘ ά{ǘǊŜŜǘ bŀƳŜ hƴƭȅ ƻǊ tŀǊŀƭƭŜƭ {ǘǊŜŜǘǎέ ǿŜǊŜ ƎŜƻŎƻŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǎus 
ǘǊŀŎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ά/ƛǘȅ hƴƭȅΣέ ά/ƛǘȅ ϧ ½ƛǇ hƴƭȅΣέ ŀƴŘ άbƻ !ŘŘǊŜǎǎ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέ ǿŜǊŜ ƎŜƻŎƻŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ IŜŀƭǘƘ 5ƛǎtrict 
level.  

c Exact x,y coordinates were assigned. 
d X,y coordinates of zip code centroids were assigned. 
 
The collaborative geocoding effort between LAC-DPH and Abt SRBI produced the following 
results:   
 
¶ In the adult survey, 61% were assigned x, y coordinates and census tracts. 

¶ In the child survey, 81% were assigned x, y coordinates and census tracts. 
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VIII.  Response Rate and Disposition of Call Attempts  

The underlying principle in the calculation of a standardized AAPOR response rate is full 

disclosure of the method used to calculate the response rate. There are many ways to calculate 

a survey response rate, as surveys differ and there are alternative ways of thinking about and 

coding final dispositions.  

The 2014-15 LACHS response rate calculations are based on the most current AAPOR Standard 

Definitions which were revised in April 201513. 

Call Disposition Process  

During data collection, each call is given a disposition that reflects the outcome of that call. 

Landline calls may be dispositioned by either the automated dialer (e.g., not in service, busy 

signal, no answer, etc.) or by interviewers (e.g., callback, refusal, business number, etc.). All 

calls to cell phones are dispositioned by interviewers. The disposition for each call attempt is 

recorded and stored in the sample management system (SMS) by a sample ID number. The 

cumulative history of dispositions for all call attempts are used to assign a single, interim 

disposition for each sample record. The interim disposition codes are assigned to a priority level 

when generating the interim (weekly status) or final disposition reports: 

1=live-non-contact 

2=callback 

3=refusal  

4=completes/resolved (e.g. non-working phones, hard refusals, ineligible phones, 

businesses, records that have reached their maximum number of call attempts).   

The priority level determines what disposition appears on the disposition report based on the 

following rules: 

Å Completes/resolved (4) stay that way unless they are dialed again. If they are dialed 

again the priority level is reset.  For example, sometimes records resolved as non-

working or over maximum attempts are called again.  This may be done in order to 

complete a few extra interviews without having to release fresh sample.  The field 

duration of the survey, may make it reasonable to confirm records that were once non-

working are still non-working. 

Å Refusals (3) keep the last refusal dispo, unless they become completes/deads (4). 

Å Callbacks (2) keep the last callback dispo, unless they become refusals (3) or 

completes/deads (4). 

                                                           
13 http://www.aapor.org/AAPORKentico/AAPOR_Main/media/publications/Standard-

Definitions2015_8theditionwithchanges_April2015_logo.pdf 

http://www.aapor.org/AAPORKentico/AAPOR_Main/media/publications/Standard-Definitions2015_8theditionwithchanges_April2015_logo.pdf
http://www.aapor.org/AAPORKentico/AAPOR_Main/media/publications/Standard-Definitions2015_8theditionwithchanges_April2015_logo.pdf
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Å Live-non-contacts (1) use the last live non-contact dispo unless they have become 

callbacks (2), refusals (3) or completes/deads (4). 

 

Calculating Final Disposition Codes from the Case -level Call History  

Prior to assigning each record a final, standard AAPOR disposition code, we made several 

adjustments to some of the records that were dialed in the LACHS samples: 

Å Defined and identified partial completes and assigned them to a distinct disposition 

code. 

Å Identified cases with some data, but not enough to count as Partials, and coded them as 

Break-Offs. 

Á LŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ά.ǊŜŀƪ-ƻŦŦǎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀ άwŜŦǳǎŀƭέ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

assigned them to a distinct disposition code of Refusal and Breakoff. 

Å LŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀƴ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƻŦ ά5ƻƴΩǘ Yƴƻǿέ ƻǊ άwŜŦǳǎŜŘέ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ 

of the Screening questions and assigned them to a distinct disposition code of Refusals 

to answer screening questions. 

Completes 

Completed interviews are those cases with a recorded response to the last survey item within 

the respective version (i.e. Adult Survey or Child Survey). 

Partial Completes 

Some cases did not answer enough questions to be considered completes, but did answer 

ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŀǎ άtŀǊǘƛŀƭ /ƻƳǇƭŜǘŜǎΦέ ²ƘƛƭŜ !!thw ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 

rules for defining Partials, they do require the criteria used to be documented. We developed 

criteria for Partials based on the definition used for the 2010-11 LACHS. 

Adult Survey Criteria: 

/ŀǎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ άǉоуέ όά5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ t!{¢ мн ahb¢I{Σ ƘŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ƘŀŘ ŀ 

ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǎŜŀǎƻƴŀƭ Ŧƭǳ ǎƘƻǘ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ŧƭǳ Ƴƛǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǎǇǊŀȅŜŘ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƴƻǎŜΚέύ that are not 

/ƻƳǇƭŜǘŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŎƻŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άtŀǊǘƛŀƭ /ƻƳǇƭŜǘŜΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

fact that it is the mid-point of all the commonly asked questions, excluding the 

Screener/Respondent Selection (i.e. CS1 through S14) and Address Module questions 

(i.e. all questions after q91). Having answered at least up to question q38 would indicate 

that a respondent had completed a minimum of 50% of the questions common to all 

respondents of the Adult Survey. 

Child Survey Criteria: 
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Similar to the criteria used for the Adult Survey, we identified Partial Completes within 

the Child Survey as those cases that did not complete the Child Survey, but answered a 

minimum of 50% of the questions that were common to all respondents of the Child 

Survey. The question within the Child Survey which was identified as being the mid-

Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŀǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ άŎроέ όάhǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ Ƙƻǿ Ŝŀǎȅ ƻǊ 

ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ƛǎ ƛǘ ŦƻǊ όŎƘƛƭŘύ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ŎŀǊŜ ǿƘŜƴ όƘŜκǎƘŜύ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƛǘΚέύΦ 

Break-Offs 

We have also flagged cases that terminated in the questionnaire, but do not have enough data 

to count as Partials, as Break-hŦŦǎΦ /ŀǎŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ά.ǊŜŀƪ-hŦŦǎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀŘ ŀ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ 

ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ άwŜŦǳǎŜŘέ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŎƻŘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ άwŜŦǳǎŀƭ ŀƴŘ .ǊŜŀƪ-offέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !!thw 

disposition.  

Adult Survey Criteria: 

Cases that (1) qualified for the survey (any household with adults (landline) or adult (cell 

phone) located in LA), but (2) terminated the interview before answering question q38 

were classified as Break-Offs. 

Child Survey Criteria: 

Cases that (1) qualified for the survey (a household in LA County that has at least one 

child under 18 living there(landline) or an adult with at least 1 child (cell phone)), but (2) 

terminated the interview before answering question c53 were classified as Break-Offs. 

LACHS Response Rate  

Adult Survey 

For the Adult Survey, the combined response rates are calculated based on the percentage of 

interviews completed from the landline and cell phone frames. For example, 65.6% of 

interviews were completed in the landline frame and 34.4% of the interviews were completed 

in the cell frame. Therefore, the combined response rate calculations are: (RRLL*.656) + 

(RRCP*.344) 

 

LACHS Telephone Usage Weighting  

 5,647  Landline interviews + Partials  

 2,990  Cell interviews + Partials  

 8,637  Total   

     

 0.65  Landline compositing factor 

 0.35  Cell compositing factor 
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Dispo - Response Rates 

  Landline Cell Combined 

 RR1 9.62% 6.47% 8.53% 

 RR2 10.35% 7.02% 9.20% 

 RR3 16.97% 11.02% 14.91% 

 RR4 18.25% 11.95% 16.07% 

     

 Cooperation Rate 1 19.59% 15.90% 18.31% 

 Cooperation Rate 2 21.07% 17.24% 19.74% 

 Cooperation Rate 3 65.35% 75.67% 68.92% 

 Cooperation Rate 4 70.29% 82.03% 74.35% 

 

Child Survey 

For the Child Survey, the combined response rates are calculated as a simple weighted average, 

summing the proportion of interviews from each sample source by the response rate from that 

source.  

 

Therefore,  

Combined response rate = (RRLL*.138) + (RRLL-supp*.488) + (RRCP*.114) + (RRCP-supp*.260) 

 

Dispo - Response Rates 
Response rates for the Landline and Supplement versions are weighted by the percentage of Child 
interviews completed in each version. 

        

  Landline LL Supp Cell Cell Supp Total  

 # of interviews/partials 842 2979 696 1589 6106  

 % of interviews/partials 14% 49% 11% 26% 100%  

        

  Landline LL Supp Cell Cell Supp Combined  

 Response Rate 1 6.51% 3.92% 4.24% 3.34% 4.16%  

 Response Rate 2 7.00% 4.01% 4.60% 3.44% 4.34%  

 Response Rate 3 11.49% 22.33% 7.22% 10.81% 16.11%  

 Response Rate 4 12.36% 22.89% 7.83% 11.13% 16.66%  

        

 Cooperation Rate 1 77.24% 26.70% 73.91% 15.27% 36.08%  

 Cooperation Rate 2 77.60% 27.37% 74.12% 15.72% 36.59%  

 Cooperation Rate 3 77.24% 72.87% 74.07% 72.08% 73.40%  

 Cooperation Rate 4 77.60% 74.70% 74.28% 74.18% 74.92%  

 

Adult Survey Response Rates  
  Landline Cell 

Interview (Category 1)    
Complete 1.000 5,250 2,758 
Partial 1.200 397 232 

Eligible non-interview (Category 2)       
Refusal and break-off 2.100 467 169 
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Refusal   2.110 1,228 91 
Break-off 2.120 692 395 
Respondent never available 2.210 247 124 
Physically or mentally unable/incompetent 2.320 739 243 
Household-level language problem 2.331 59 8 

Unknown eligibility, non-interview (Category 3)      
Always busy 3.120 1,226 1,033 
No answer 3.130 15,823 2,916 
Telephone answering device 3.140 9,858 15,988 
Call blocking 3.150 99 164 
Technical Phone Problems 3.160 2 0 
Housing unit, Unknown if eligible respondent 3.200 151 44 
No Screener Completed 3.210 18,101 17,079 
Other 3.900 231 2 

Not eligible (Category 4)       
Screen-outs 4.100 259 1,504 
Fax/data line 4.200 8,520 95 
Non-working/disconnect 4.300 140,852 17,097 
Temporarily out of service 4.330 179 1,127 
Business, government office, other organizations 4.510 10,558 2,346 
No eligible respondent (Child/teen phone) 4.700 93 1,776 
Other 4.900 0 86 

Total phone numbers used             215,031          65,277  
Completes (1.0) I 5,250 2,758 
Partial Interviews (1.2) P 397 232 
Refusal and break-off (2.1) R 2,387 655 
Non Contact (2.2) NC 247 124 
Other (2.3) O 798 251 
       

Unknown household (3.12-3.16) - No Contact Made UH 27,008 20,101 
Unknown household (3.20-3.9) - Contact Made UO 18,483 18,483 
       

Not Eligible: Nonworking, Nonresidential, or Ported (4.2-4.9) NWC 160,202 22,527 
Screen Out: Working and Residential but Not Eligible (4.1) SO 259 1,504 
      
e1=(I+P+R+NC+O)/(I+P+R+NC+O+SO)   97.2% 72.8% 
e2=(I+P+R+NC+O+UO+SO)/(I+P+R+NC+O+UO+SO+NWC)   14.8% 51.6% 
    
AAPOR RR1 =I/(I+P+R+NC+O+UH+UO)   9.6% 6.5% 
AAPOR RR2 =(I+P)/(I+P+R+NC+O+UH+UO)   10.3% 7.0% 
AAPOR RR3 = I / (I+P+R+NC+O+[e1*e2*UH]+[e1*(UO)])   17.0% 11.0% 
AAPOR RR4 = (I+P) / (I+P+R+NC+O+[e1*e2*UH]+[e1*(UO)])   18.3% 12.0% 
AAPOR COOP1 = I / (I+P+R+O+[e1*UO])  19.6% 15.9% 
AAPOR COOP2 = (I+P) / (I+P+R+O+[e1*UO])  21.1% 17.2% 
AAPOR COOP3 = I/((I+P)+R))  65.3% 75.7% 
AAPOR COOP4 = (I+P)/((I+P)+R))  70.3% 82.0% 
AAPOR CON1 = (I+P)+R+O / (I+P+R+O+NC+UH+UO)   16.2% 9.1% 
AAPOR CON2 = (I+P+R+O+[e1*UO]) / (I+P+R+NC+O+[e1*e2*UH]+[e1*(UO)])   87.3% 69.7% 
AAPOR CON3 = (I+P)+R+O / (I+P)+R+O+NC   97.3% 96.9% 
AAPOR RefRate1 = R/((I+P+(R+NC+O+UH+UO))  4.4% 1.5% 
AAPOR RefRate2 = R/((I+P+R+NC+O+[e1*e2*UH]+[e1*(UO)])  7.7% 2.6% 
AAPOR RefRate3 = R/((I+P)+(R+NC+O))  26.3% 16.3% 
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Child Survey Response Rates  
  Adult Continuation Child Supplement 

  Landline Cell 
Landline 

Supplement 
Cell 

Supplement 

Interview (Category 1)      
Complete 1.000 838 694 2,906 1,544 
Partial 1.200 4 2 73 45 

Eligible non-interview (Category 2)           
Refusal and break-off 2.100 169 128 201 118 
Refusal   2.110 0 0 618 301 
Break-off 2.120 74 113 190 134 
Respondent never available 2.210 1 0 409 295 
Physically or mentally unable/incompetent 2.320 0 2 778 315 
Household-level language problem 2.331 0 0 35 11 

Unknown eligibility, non-interview (Category 3)          
Always busy 3.120 0 0 1,843 1,229 
No answer 3.130 0 0 29,352 3,216 
Telephone answering device 3.140 0 0 14,464 16,886 
Call blocking 3.150 0 0 174 261 
Technical Phone Problems 3.160 0 0 1 0 
Housing unit, Unknown if eligible respondent 3.200 0 0 179 54 
No Screener Completed 3.210 0 0 22,574 21,785 
Other 3.900 0 0 407 3 

Not eligible (Category 4)           
Screen-outs 4.100 0 119 14,626 5,136 
Fax/data line 4.200 145 0 13,304 149 
Non-working/disconnect 4.300 13 5 226,998 21,337 
Temporarily out of service 4.330 0 0 281 1,453 
Business, government office, other organizations 4.510 0 0 16,531 3,217 
No eligible respondent (Child/Teen phone) 4.700 0 0 223 1,952 
Other 4.900 0 0 1 131 

Total phone numbers used  
               

1,244  
               

1,063  
           

346,168  
              

79,572  
Completes (1.0) I 838 694 2,906 1,544 
Partial Interviews (1.2) P 4 2 73 45 
Refusal and break-off (2.1) R 243 241 1,009 553 
Non Contact (2.2) NC 1 0 409 295 
Other (2.3) O 0 2 813 326 
           

Unknown household (3.12-3.16) - No Contact Made UH 0 0 45,834 21,592 
Unknown household (3.20-3.9) - Contact Made UO 0 0 23,160 21,842 
           

Not Eligible: Nonworking, Nonresidential, or Ported (4.2-4.9) NWC 158 5 257,338 28,239 
Screen Out: Working and Residential but Not Eligible (4.1) SO 0 119 14,626 5,136 
           

e1=(I+P+R+NC+O)/(I+P+R+NC+O+SO)   100.0% 88.8% 26.3% 35.0% 
e2=(I+P+R+NC+O+UO+SO)/(I+P+R+NC+O+UO+SO+NWC) 87.3% 99.5% 14.3% 51.3% 
       
AAPOR RR1 =I/(I+P+R+NC+O+UH+UO)   77.2% 73.9% 3.9% 3.3% 
AAPOR RR2 =(I+P)/(I+P+R+NC+O+UH+UO)   77.5% 74.1% 4.0% 3.4% 
AAPOR RR3 = I / (I+P+R+NC+O+[e1*e2*UH]+[e1*(UO)]) 77.2% 73.9% 22.3% 10.8% 
AAPOR RR4 =( I+P) / (I+P+R+NC+O+[e1*e2*UH]+[e1*(UO)]) 77.5% 74.1% 22.9% 11.1% 
AAPOR COOP1 = I / (I+P+R+O+[e1*UO])  77.2% 73.9% 26.7% 15.3% 
AAPOR COOP2 = (I+P) / (I+P+R+O+[e1*UO])  77.6% 74.1% 27.4% 15.7% 
AAPOR COOP3 = I/((I+P)+R))  77.2% 74.1% 72.9% 72.1% 
AAPOR COOP4 = (I+P)/((I+P)+R))  77.6% 74.3% 74.7% 74.2% 
AAPOR CON1 = (I+P)+R+O / (I+P+R+O+NC+UH+UO)   99.9% 100.0% 6.5% 5.3% 
AAPOR CON2 = (I+P+R+O+[e1*UO]) / (I+P+R+NC+O+[e1*e2*UH]+[e1*(UO)]) 100.0% 100.0% 86.3% 72.3% 
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  Adult Continuation Child Supplement 

  Landline Cell 
Landline 

Supplement 
Cell 

Supplement 
AAPOR CON3 = (I+P)+R+O / (I+P)+R+O+NC   99.9% 100.0% 92.1% 89.3% 
AAPOR RefRate1 = R/((I+P+(R+NC+O+UH+UO))  22.4% 25.7% 1.4% 1.2% 
AAPOR RefRate2 = R/((I+P+R+NC+O+[e1*e2*UH]+[e1*(UO)])  22.4% 25.7% 7.8% 3.9% 
AAPOR RefRate3 = R/((I+P)+(R+NC+O))  22.4% 25.7% 19.4% 20.0% 
           

LACHS Adult Survey Response Rates           
Response Rate 1 = I/(I+P) + (R+NC+O) + (UH+UO)  9.62% 6.47%     
Response Rate 2 = (I+P)/(I+P) + (R+NC+O) + (UH+UO)  10.35% 7.02%     
Response Rate 3 = I/((I+P) + (R+NC+O) + e(UH+UO) )  16.97% 11.02%     
Response Rate 4 = (I+P)/((I+P) + (R+NC+O) + e(UH+UO) )  18.25% 11.95%     

Adult Survey Child Continuation Survey Participation Rate: 67.68% 65.48%     

Two-Stage Response Rates for Child Survey            
Child Continuation Response Rate 1 = Adult RR1 * Participation Rate 6.51% 4.24%     
Child Continuation Response Rate 2 = Adult RR2 * Participation Rate 7.00% 4.60%     
Child Continuation Response Rate 3 = Adult RR3 * Participation Rate 11.49% 7.22%     
Child Continuation Response Rate 4 = Adult RR4 * Participation Rate 12.36% 7.83%     
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IX. Statistical Weighting  

Survey Weights Overview  

A total of 16 population weights (i.e., weights that sum to the appropriate population total) were 
calculated for the Adult and Child Surveys, including: 
 

¶ 1 Adult population weight 

¶ 9 Adult subsample population weights (one for each of the 8 subsamples, and one for 

subsamples 3 and 5 combined) 

¶ 1 Adult household weight 

¶ 2 Adult subsample household weight (for subsamples 5 and 6 that were asked questions about 

the household) 

¶ 1 Child population weight 

¶ 1 Child household weight 

¶ 1 Child population weight for children age 0-5 years in First 5 LA Best Start Communities 

 
Population weights were developed by calculating a design weight, a compositing factor to account for 
the overlapping dual frame design, and then raking to population control totals. Household weights 
were developed by converting the population weight to an initial household weight, then raking to 
household-level control totals. A detailed description of the process used for each weight is provided 
in the following sections.   
 
Weights that sum to the appropriate sample size were also provided, resulting in a total of 32 weight 
variables being produced. Weights and the related variables used in the raking process were sent to 
LAC-DPH in data files that contained the DATAID (qkey) for merging with final survey data. 

Raking Overview 

A survey sample may cover segments of the target population in proportions that do not match the 
proportions of those segments in the population itself.  The differences may arise, for example, from 
sampling fluctuations, from nonresponse, or because the sample design was not able to cover the 
entire target population.  In such situations one can often improve the relation between the sample 
and the population by adjusting the sampling weights of the cases in the sample so that the marginal 
totals of the adjusted weights on specified characteristics, referred to as control variables, agree with 
the corresponding totals for the population.  This operation is known as raking ratio estimation, raking, 
or sample-balancing, and the population totals are usually referred to as control totals.   
 
Raking is most often used to reduce biases from nonresponse and noncoverage in sample surveys.  It 
adjusts a set of data so that its marginal totals match control totals on a specified set of variables.  The 
ǘŜǊƳ άǊŀƪƛƴƎέ ǎuggests an analogy with the process of smoothing the soil in a garden plot by alternately 
working it back and forth with a rake in two perpendicular directions. Raking usually proceeds with one 
variable at a time, applying a proportional adjustment to the weights of the cases that belong to the 
same category of the control variable.  The initial design weights in the raking process are often equal 
to the inverse of the selection probabilities and may have undergone some adjustments for unit 
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nonresponse and non-coverage.  The weights from the raking process are used in estimation and 
analysis.   
 
The adjustment to control totals is sometimes achieved by creating a cross-classification of the 
categorical control variables (e.g., age categories × gender × race × household-income categories) and 
then matching the total of the weights in each cell to the control total.  This approach, however, can 
spread the sample thinly over a large number of adjustment cells.  It also requires control totals for all 
cells of the cross-classification.  Often this is not feasible (e.g., control totals may be available for age × 
gender × race but not when those cells are subdivided by household income).  The use of raking with 
marginal control totals for single variables (i.e., each margin involves only one control variable) often 
avoids many of these difficulties. 
 
In a simple 2-variable example the marginal totals in various categories for the two control variables 
are known from the entire population, but the joint distribution of the two variables is known only 
from a sample.  In the cross-classification of the sample, arranged in rows and columns, one might 
begin with the rows, taking each row in turn and multiplying each entry in the row by the ratio of the 
population total to the weighted sample total for that category, so that the row totals of the adjusted 
data agree with the population totals for that variable.  The weighted column totals of the adjusted 
data, however, may not yet agree with the population totals for the column variable. Thus, the next 
step, taking each column in turn, multiplies each entry in the column by the ratio of the population 
total to the current total for that category.  The weighted column totals of the adjusted data now agree 
with the population totals for that variable, but the new weighted row totals may no longer match the 
corresponding population totals.   
 
This process continues, alternating between the rows and the columns, and close agreement on both 
rows and columns is usually achieved after a small number of iterations. The result is a tabulation for 
the population that reflects the relation of the two control variables in the sample.  Raking can also 
adjust a set of data to control totals on three or more variables.  In such situations, the control totals 
often involve single variables, but they may involve two or more variables.   
 
Ideally, one should rake on variables that exhibit an association with the key survey outcome variables 
and that are related to nonresponse and/or noncoverage.  This strategy will reduce bias in the key 
outcome variables.  In practice, other considerations may enter.  A variable such as gender may not be 
strongly related to key outcome variables or to nonresponse, but raking on it may be desirable to 
preserve the άŦŀŎŜ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΦ  CƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ƻƴ ǊŀƪƛƴƎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ Řŀǘŀ ǎŜŜ .ŀǘǘŀƎƭƛŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ 
(2009). 
 

Additional Variables Used in Weighting 

Several variables were recoded/created by LAC-DPH for use in the weighting process. 
 

Race 
Race was recoded for cases that completed the Adult and Child Survey. The variable was called RACE 
in the Adult data set and CRACE in the Child data set. Race was recoded to the following values using 
this hierarchy: 
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1=Latino (assigned if Hispanic was reported at all) 
2=White (assigned if only White was reported) 
3=African American (assigned if Black was reported at all) 
4=NHOPI (assigned if Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander reported at all) 
5=Asian (assigned if Asian reported at all) 
6=American Indian/Alaskan Native (assigned if only American Indian/Alaskan Native was reported) 
8=White/American Indian (all remaining cases, which are White/American Indian)  
9=Do not know/Refused 
 
Cases with a value of 8 were randomly assigned to White or to American Indian/Alaskan Native.  Cases 

with a value of 9 were imputed by Abt SRBI using the weighted sequential hot deck method.  This 
is the variable I_RACE_R for adults and I_CRACE_R for children.  

 
Age 
In the Adult data, LAC-DPH hot decked respondents who refused to report a specific age group (N=17) 
into one of the 7 age groups. This is the variable AGEGROUP.  For the child data the variable is 
CAGEGROUP (and not hot decking was necessary due to the design of the Child survey). 
 
 
Education 
LAC-DPH generally collapses the education question from 6 to 4 levels, so this variable with collapsed 
categories (EDU) was provided in the Adult data.  Missing values were imputed using the weighted 
sequential hot deck method.  This is the variable I_EDU.  
 
Household Members 
Cleaned variables with the number of Adults (HOUADULT and CHOUADULT) and dependents 
(HOUDEPT and CHOUDEPT) in the household were added to both the Adult and Child data sets, 
respectively. 

 
Health District & SPA 
LAC-DPH provided a file classifying each Adult and Child interview case by Health District (GEO_HD for 
Adult and HD_2012 for Child)) and SPA (GEO_SPA for Adult and SPA_2012 for Child). 
 
First 5 LA Best Start Communities 
After geocoding was completed, LAC-DPH also identified the Child Survey complete cases age 0-5 years 
that were in one of the 14 First 5 LA Best Start Communities, which are defined by 383 census tracts 
(n=700). The variable BSC indicates in which of the 14 BSC communities the respondent lives and the 
variable FLAG_BSC_AGE0TO5 = 1 identifies the 700 children age 0-5 years. 
 
Telephone Service 
This 4-category variable (TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C) was created for the Adult data and Child data: 
1 = cell only 
2 = landline only 
3 = dual user, cell mostly 
4 = dual user, not cell mostly 
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LAC-DPH also provided the following population control totals for use in weighting: 
 

1. Final LAC ESTIMATES FOR LACHS 2011_update0615_Final: Contains the total 2014 population, 

the total adult population, and the total child population for Los Angeles County. Population 

figures are provided for each Health District and SPA. Control totals are provided separately for 

adults and children for race by gender by age within each SPA. These were ssed to calculate 

population weights for the Adult and Child Surveys. 

 
2. Households and HHs with children by Health District, SPA, County Total: 2009-2013 American 

Community Survey count of households and households containing at least one child by SPA 

and Health District in Los Angeles County. These were used to calculate the Adult and Child 

household weights. 

 
3. BSC ESTIMATES FOR LACHS 2012_update0615_Final: Contains the 2014 total child population 

within the First 5 LA Best Start Communities. Totals are provided for race/ethnicity as well as 

for gender. The child population in each of the 14 BSCs is also provided. These were used to 

calculate the Child population First 5 LA BSC weights. 

 

Adult Survey W eights  

The weighting procedures for the 2014-15 LACHS closely followed the weighting procedures used for 
the 2010-2011 LACHS.  The weighting methodology for the combined adult sample involved two main 
steps:  
 
1) calculation of the composite weight, and  
2) calculation of final weight based on raking to population control totals.  
 
The development of the composite weight involved calculating a base sampling weight equal to the 
reciprocal of the selection probability of the sample telephone number (i.e., total telephone numbers 
in the sampling frame divided by telephone numbers released).  The base sampling weight was 
adjusted for the random sampling of one adult from each landline telephone number household.  The 
final aspect of the composite weights calculation involved combining dual user (landline and cell phone 
service) adults from the landline and cell phone samples.   
 
Population control totals come from July 1, 2014, Population Estimated Projects (PEPs) for Los Angeles 
County (provided by LAC-DPH), and the 2009-2013 American Community Survey data for Los Angeles 
County.  The raking weighting methodology included: 
 

County level controls for: 

¶ marital status 
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¶ education 

¶ number of adults in the household 

¶ number of children in the household 

¶ race/ethnicity 

¶ age by gender 

¶ nativity 

¶ citizenship status 

¶ tenure status 

¶ Health District  

¶ type of telephone service   
 
Controls within each SPA for:  

¶ race/ethnicity 

¶ gender by age 
 
The final raked weight for use in estimation is ADULT_POP_WT.  The final weight for the 8,008 
completed adult interviews sums to 7,727,800 adults residing in households in Los Angeles County.  
This population total comes from the July 1, 2014, PEPs.  The ADULT_SAMP_WT was scaled to the 
sample size of 8,008 interviews. 
 
Note:  SAS weighting variables are shown in italics (e.g., ADULT_POP_WT). 

Composite Weight 

 
Base Sampling Weight 
 
The sample design contains a cell phone sample divided into two strata, and a landline sample that was 
divided into three strata.  The base sampling weight for the cell phone sample equals the population 
count of cell phone telephone numbers in the stratum divided by the sample size of cell phone numbers 
released for interviewer dialing for that stratum.  For each landline stratum, the base sampling weight 
equals the population count of landline telephone numbers in the stratum divided by the sample size 
of telephone numbers released for that stratum.  The base sampling weights are shown in Table 4. 
 
Table 4. Adult Survey Base Sampling Weights 
 

FPROJ NOSTRATA  Total 
Sample Size 

of 
Telephone 
Numbers 

Population 
Count of 

Telephone 
Numbers 

BSW 

30082l 3 19,624 181,300 9.238687 

30082l 4 169,407 8,068,900 47.63026 

30082l 5 32,446 736,900 22.71158 

30082c 6 7,672 463,600 60.42753 
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30082c 7 57,605 14,410,400 250.1588 

 
One adult was randomly sampled from each landline sample household.  For the landline sample 
households (SURVEYFRAME = 2): BSW_NUM_ADULT = BSW times the number of adult in the household 
(S3 with the maximum number of adults in the household capped at 4).  The cell phone was treated as 
a personal communication device and therefore no random selection of an adult from the household 
took place.  For the cell phone sample (SURVEYFRAME = 1): BSW_NUM_ADULT = BSW. 
 
Before calculating the composite weight, it was necessary to create variables related to the type of 
telephone service for the adult in the household.  These variables are documented in Appendix III-A 
and Appendix III-B. 
 
 
Compositing Factors 
 
The cell phone and landline samples cannot be simply combined because there is an overlap 
component that would be over-represented ς dual users from the cell phone sample and dual users 
from the landline sample.  Compositing factors allow the overlap components to be combined.  
Furthermore, we separated the dual users from each sample into cell mostly and not cell mostly groups.  
²Ŝ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƴƎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ό˂ύ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƭƭ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ŎŜƭƭ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΦ  CƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ 
ƎǊƻǳǇ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƴƎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǎǳƳ ǘƻ мΦл όƛΦŜΦΣ ˂ Ҍ όм- ˂ ύ Ґ мΦлύΦ 
 
For each of the four dual user categories (TELEPHONE_SERVICE6 = 3, 4, 5, and 6) we calculated the 
coefficient of variation (CV) of BSW_NUM_ADULT.  The CV was then used to calculate the design effect 
due to unequal weighting: 
 

Deff = 1 + CV2.   
 
The effective sample size for each of the above four categories was calculated by dividing the 
unweighted count of interviews in a category by the design effect for that category. 
 
For the cell mostly overlap sample the compositing factors equal: 
 

Category 3 COMPOSITING_FACTOR = Category 3 Effective Sample Size / Sum of Category 3 and 
5 Effective sample Sizes. 

 
Category 5 COMPOSITING_FACTOR = Category 5 Effective Sample Size / Sum of Category 3 and 

5 Effective sample Sizes. 
 

For the not cell mostly overlap sample the compositing factors equal: 
 

Category 4 COMPOSITING_FACTOR = Category 4 Effective Sample Size / Sum of Category 4 and 
6 Effective sample Sizes. 
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Category 6 COMPOSITING_FACTOR = Category 6 Effective Sample Size / Sum of Category 4 and 
6 Effective sample Sizes. 

 
 

TELEPHONE_SERVIVE6C Number of Interviews COMPOSITING FACTOR 

3 (Cell mostly, dual user, 
landline sample) 

1,090 0.613 

4 (Not cell mostly, dual 
user, landline sample) 

3,015 0.822 

5 (Cell mostly, dual user, 
cell sample)   

578 0.387 

6 (Not cell mostly, dual 
user, cell sample) 

600 0.178 

 
For TELEPHONE_SERVICE6 categories 3, 4, 5, and 6: 
 

COMPOSITE_WT = BSW_NUM_ADULT x COMPOSITING FACTOR. 
 
For TELEPHONE_SERVICE6 categories 1 and 2, COMPOSITE_WT = BSW_NUM_ADULT. 
 

Raking To Population Control Totals  

 
Imputation for Item Nonresponse 
 
Raking population control totals are not subject to missing data, however the corresponding survey 
variables may have missing values due to item nonresponse.  The SAS weighted sequential hot deck 
procedure was therefore used to impute missing values for weighting variables before continuing the 
weight calculations.  Before implementing the hot deck imputation 87 adults with a RACE value of 8 
(white and American Indian) were imputed with equal probability to either white alone or American 
Indian alone.  The resulting variable is RACE_R. 
 
The following weighting variables were imputed: 
 

¶ EDU (Education) 

¶ RACE_R (Race/ethnicity) 

¶ Q64 (Nativity) 

¶ Q64C (Citizenship) 

¶ Q75 (Marital status) 

¶ Q79 (Tenure status) 
 
 
The hot deck imputation cells were defined using GEO_SPA by AGEGROUP (with categories 2 and 3 
combined, and categories 4, 5, 6 combined).  The weighted sequential hot deck weight variable is 
COMPOSITE_WTΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇǳǘŜŘ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ άLψέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ Řŀǘŀ ǎŜǘΦ 
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Creation of 13 Raking Variables In the Interview File 
 
As discussed below we used raking to population control totals to create the final adult weight.  An 
initial step in this process involved creating the initial raking variables in the interview data set. 
 
TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C was created from TELEPHONE_SERVICE6 
 TELEPHONE_SERVICE6    TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C 

¶ 1 Cell-only                             1           

¶ 2 Landline-only                                  2 

¶ 3 Cell mostly, dual user, landline sample       3 

¶ 4 Not cell mostly, dual user, landline sample  4 

¶ 5 Cell mostly, dual user, cell sample     3        

¶ 6 Not cell mostly, dual user, cell sample       4 
 
GEO_HD_R 

¶ Renumber GEO_HD from 1 to 26 because the control totals are numbered that way. 
 
GEO_SPA_ I_RACE_R 

¶ GEO_SPA has 8 categories and I_RACE_R (defined below has) 6 categories (8 x 6 = 48 cells). 
 
GEO_SPA_ GENDER_AGEGROUP 

¶ GEO_SPA has 8 categories and GENDER_AGEGROUP (defined below) has 14 categories (8 x 14 
= 112 cells). 

 
HOUDEPT_R 

¶ 0 

¶ 1 

¶ 2 

¶ 3+ 
 
HOUADULT_R 

¶ 1 

¶ 2 

¶ 3 

¶ 4+ 
 
I_Q64_R 

¶ 1, 2  1  Born in US 

¶ 3  2  Born Outside US 
 
I_Q64C  

¶ 1 U.S. citizen 

¶ 2 not U.S. citizen 



 

60 | P a g e 
 

 
I_Q79_R 

¶ 2  1  Own 

¶ 1, 3, 4  2  Rent 
 
I_Q75_R 

¶ 1  1  Married 

¶ 2, 3, 7  2  Never married, living together, domestic partners 

¶ 4  3  Widowed 

¶ 5, 6  4  Divorced, separated 
 
I_EDU  

¶ 1 L.T. HS 

¶ 2 HS grad 

¶ 3 Some college 

¶ 4 College grad 
 
I_RACE_R 

¶ 1  Latino 

¶ 2  White alone, not Latino 

¶ 3  Black alone, not Latino 

¶ 4  Asian alone, not Latino 

¶ 5 NHOPI alone, not Latino 

¶ 6 American Indian alone, not Latino 
 
 
GENDER_AGEGROUP 
AGEGROUP (7 categories) by Q5 (2 categories) = 14 cells 

Agegroup q5 

¶ 1  1 18-24 male 

¶ 2  1 25-29 male 

¶ 3  1 30-39 male 

¶ 4  1 40-49 male 

¶ 5  1 50-59 male 

¶ 6  1 60-64 male 

¶ 7  1 65+ male 

¶ 1  2 18-24 female 

¶ 2  2 25-29 female 

¶ 3  2 30-39 female 

¶ 4  2 40-49 female 

¶ 5  2 50-59 female 

¶ 6  2 60-64 female 

¶ 7  2 65+ female 
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Raking Implementation 
 
The COMPOSITE_WT was raked to population control totals for 13 margins: 
 

1) Telephone service group (TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C), 
2) Health District (GEO_HD_R), 
3) SPA by Race/ethnicity (GEO_SPA_I_RACE_R2), 
4) SPA by gender by age (GEO_SPA_GENDER_AGEGROUP_R), 
5) Number of adults in the household (HOUADULT_R), 
6) Number of children in the household (HOUDEPT_R), 
7) Citizenship status (I_Q64C), 
8) Nativity (I_Q64_R), 
9) Tenure status (I_Q79_R), 
10)  Marital status (I_Q75_R), 
11)  Education (I_EDU), 
12)  Race/ethnicity (I_RACE_R), and 
13)  Gender by age (GENDER_AGEGROUP). 
 

The telephone service variable (TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C) used in the raking consists of four categories:  
 

1) cell-only adult,  
2) landline-only adult, and  
3) landline and cell (dual user) adult ς cell mostly,  
4) landline and cell (dual user) adult ς not cell mostly.   

 
It was necessary to do some collapsing of small sample size categories to help avoid extreme weights.  
A minimum category sample size of 20 was used.  Appendix III-C shows the categories that were 
collapsed. 
 
The population control totals for education, marital status, number of adults in the household, number 
of children in the household, tenure status, nativity, and citizenship status were obtained from the 
2009-2013 American Community Survey PUMS.  These control totals are for adults living in households 
in Los Angeles County.  The population control totals for Health District, race/ethnicity, gender by age, 
SPA by race/ethnicity, and SPA by gender by age were obtained from July 1, 2014, PEPs.   
 
The telephone usage group population estimates for adults in Los Angeles County were constructed 
from the model-based estimates for Los Angeles County released by the National Center for Health 
Statistics (2013).  The NCHS estimates are for January ς December 2012.  The cell phone only adult 
population has increased each year.  We used NCHS (2015) estimates for 2012 and 2014 of the increase 
in cell only adults in the West Census Region to increase the percent of adults that are cell only in Los 
Angeles County by a factor of 1.0823 (i.e., an 8.23 percent increase), and reduced the other three 
telephone service groups so that the percentages summed to 100%. 
 

TELEPHONE_SERVICE6 1 2 3, 5 4, 6 

TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C 1 2 3 4 
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 Cell-only Landline-Only Dual user, cell 
mostly 

Dual user, not 
cell mostly 

Los Angeles County 34.91% 7.41% 22.62% 35.06% 

 
The IGCV SAS raking macro (Izrael et al. 2009) was used to calculate the final weights for the combined 
(landline and cell phone) sample.  The population control totals and weighted sample distributions 
prior to raking are shown in Appendix D (see Weighted Distribution Prior To Raking. Iteration 0).  The 
raking macro was set to a maximum of 100 iterations and a convergence criterion of a maximum 
difference of 0.05 percentage points between a control total percent and the corresponding weighted 
sample percent. 
 
The IGCV raking macro used weight trimming during the raking iteration to help avoid extreme weights.  
The raking used the four trimming parameters shown below.   
 

IGCV weight trimming values: 

 

 A = 5.0                     /* weight will be decreased to individual weight times A */                   

 B = 0.20                  /* weight will be increased to individual weight times B */    

 C = 10.0                   /* weight will be decreased to mean weight times C  */ 

 D = 0.10                /* weight will be increased to mean weight times D  */    

 
The raking output is shown in Appendix D (see Weighted Distribution After Raking).  The final raked 
weight for use in estimation is ADULT_POP_WT.  The final weight for the 8,008 completed adult 
interviews sums to 7,727,800 adults residing in households in Los Angeles County.  This population 
total comes from the July 1, 2014 PEPs.  The ADULT_SAMP_WT was scaled to the sample size of 8,008 
interviews. 
 
2014-15 LACHS Adult Subsamples 

 
The LACHS administered questionnaire modules to eight random subsamples of the adult sample. 
 

Subsample (SUBSAMP) Number of Interviews 
1 1002 

2 999 

3 1000 

4 996 

5 998 

6 1003 

7 997 

8 1013 

 
Population weights were developed for each of the eight subsamples and subsamples 3 and 5 
combined: 
 



 

63 | P a g e 
 

ADULT_POP_WT_SBSMP_1 
ADULT_POP_WT_SBSMP_2 
ADULT_POP_WT_SBSMP_3 
ADULT_POP_WT_SBSMP_4 
ADULT_POP_WT_SBSMP_5 
ADULT_POP_WT_SBSMP_6 
ADULT_POP_WT_SBSMP_7 
ADULT_POP_WT_SBSMP_8 
ADULT_POP_WT_SBSMP_35 
 
Sample weights were also developed: 
 
ADULT_SAMP_WT_SBSMP_1 
ADULT_SAMP_WT_SBSMP_2 
ADULT_SAMP_WT_SBSMP_3 
ADULT_SAMP_WT_SBSMP_4 
ADULT_SAMP_WT_SBSMP_5 
ADULT_SAMP_WT_SBSMP_6 
ADULT_SAMP_WT_SBSMP_7 
ADULT_SAMP_WT_SBSMP_8 
ADULT_SAMP_WT_SBSMP_35 
 
Each adult in a subsample already has a COMPOSITE_WT calculated from the adult sample weighting.  
This weight was used as the raking input weight for each subsample. 
 
A key aspect of the raking of each sample was a determination of the collapsing of small sample size 
categories.  We implemented the cell collapsing by first examining the sample sizes by subsample for 
each raking variable (see Appendix III-E).  We felt that using one set of cell collapsing rules for all 
subsamples would allow for the consistent weighting of each subsample.  Appendix III-F shows the 
collapsed categories used in all of the subsamples.   
 
The IGCV SAS raking macro (Izrael et al. 2009) was used calculate the final weights for each of the eight 
subsamples.  The population control totals and weighted distributions prior to raking for the first 
subsample are shown in Appendix III-G (see Weighted Distribution Prior To Raking. Iteration 0).  The 
raking macro was set to a maximum of 100 iterations and a convergence criterion of a maximum 
difference of 0.1 percentage points between a control total percent and the corresponding weighted 
sample percent. 
 
The IGCV raking macro used weight trimming during the raking iteration to help avoid extreme weights.  
The raking used the four trimming parameters shown below.   
 

IGCV weight trimming values: 

 

 A = 5.0                     /* weight will be decreased to individual weight times A */                   

 B = 0.20                  /* weight will be increased to individual weight times B */    
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 C = 10.0                   /* weight will be decreased to mean weight times C  */ 

 D = 0.10                /* weight will be increased to mean weight times D  */    

 
The raking output for the first subsample is shown in Appendix III-G (see Weighted Distribution After 
Raking).  The raking results for the other subsamples are very similar to the first subsample raking. 
 

Child Survey Weights  

The weighting methodology for the combined Child sample involved two main steps:  
 
1) calculation of the composite weight, and  
2) calculation of final weight based on raking to population control totals.  
 
The weighting procedures for the 2014-15 survey closely followed the weighting procedures used for 
the 2010-2011 survey.  The development of the composite weight involved calculating a base 
sampling weight equal to the reciprocal of the selection probability of the sample telephone number 
(i.e., total telephone numbers in the sampling frame divided by telephone numbers released).  The 
base sampling weight was adjusted for the number of adult cell phone telephone numbers associated 
with the household, and for the random sampling of a child from each household.  The final aspect of 
the composite weights calculation involved combining dual user (landline and cell phone service) 
households from the landline and cell phone samples.   
 
Population control totals come from 2014 PEPs and the 2009-2013 American Community Survey 
PUMS data for Los Angeles County.  The raking weighting methodology included: 
 
County level controls for: 

¶ number of adults in the household 

¶ number of children in the household 

¶ race/ethnicity of the child 

¶ age by gender of the child 

¶ nativity of the child 

¶ Health District  

¶ type of telephone service   
 
Controls within each SPA for:  

¶ race/ethnicity of the child 

¶ gender by age of the child 
 
The final raked weight for use in estimation is CHILD_POP_WT.  The final weight for the 5,982 
completed child interviews sums to 2,341,236 children in Los Angeles County.  This population total 
comes from 2014 PEPs.  The CHILD_SAMP_WT was scaled to the sample size of 5,982 child 
interviews. 
 
Note:  SAS weighting variables are shown in italics (e.g., CHILD_POP_WT). 
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Composite Weight 

 
Base Sampling Weight 
 
As discussed above the sample design contains three cell phone samples (FPROJ = 30082c, 30082sc, 
and 30082tc). All three cell phone samples were stratified.  There are also three landline samples 
(FPROJ = 30082l, 30082sc, and 30082tc).  All three landline samples were also stratified.  The 
preliminary base sampling weight (CHILD_BSW_PRELIM) for each cell phone sample equals the 
population count of cell phone telephone numbers in a stratum divided by the sample size of cell 
phone numbers in that stratum released for interviewer dialing.  Because three cell phone samples 
were drawn, the base sampling weights were divided by three to from the final base sampling weight 
(CHILD_BSW).  The preliminary base sampling weight (CHILD_BSW_PRELIM) for each landline sample 
equals the population count of landline phone telephone numbers in a stratum divided by the sample 
size of landline phone numbers in that stratum released for interviewer dialing.  Because three 
landline samples were drawn, the base sampling weights were divided by three to from the final base 
sampling weight (CHILD_BSW). 
 
 
Table 5. Child Survey Base Sampling Weights 
 

FPROJ NOSTRATA  Total 
Sample Size 
of 
Telephone 
Numbers 

Population 
Count of 
Telephone 
Numbers 

CHILD_BSW_PRELIM CHILD_BSW 

30082c 6 7672 463600 60.4275 20.1425 

30082c 7 57605 14410400 250.1588 83.3863 

30082l 3 19624 181300 9.2387 3.0796 

30082l 4 169407 8068900 47.6303 15.8768 

30082l 5 32446 736900 22.7116 7.5705 

30082sc 6 834 463600 555.8753 185.2918 

30082sc 7 24154 14410400 596.6051 198.8684 

30082sl 8 2198 181300 82.4841 27.4947 

30082sl 9 9424 775300 82.2687 27.4229 

30082sl 10 9007 736900 81.8141 27.2714 

30082sl 11 44792 4451300 99.3771 33.1257 

30082sl 12 6092 514000 84.3729 28.1243 

30082sl 13 10764 893500 83.0082 27.6694 

30082sl 14 17408 1434800 82.4219 27.4740 

30082tc 15 29890 463600 15.5102 5.1701 

30082tc 16 24694 14410400 583.5588 194.5196 
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30082tl 8 37965 181300 4.7755 1.5918 

30082tl 9 56111 775300 13.8173 4.6058 

30082tl 10 82129 736900 8.9725 2.9908 

30082tl 11 21940 4451300 202.8851 67.6284 

30082tl 12 9940 514000 51.7103 17.2368 

30082tl 13 17470 893500 51.1448 17.0483 

30082tl 14 20928 1434800 68.5589 22.8530 

 
As discussed above, the child sample involved determining whether the household contained one or 
more age-eligible children.  This means that a child living in a cell phone household containing three 
adult working cell phones had a higher probability of selection than a child living in a cell phone 
household with one adult working cell phone.  To adjust for the unequal probabilities of selection we 
divided the base sampling weight by the number of adult cell phone in the household14: 
 
If I_c78b_cleaned > 0, CHILD_NUM_CELL = CHILD_BSW / I_c78b_cleaned.  
Else, CHILD_NUM_CELL = CHILD_BSW. 
 
It was necessary to impute 46 children with a DK or REFUSED value on c78b_cleaned and 222 children 
for whom question c78b was not asked.  The imputation of these 268 children with missing values 
was implemented using a SAS weighted sequential hot deck macro.  The hot deck imputation cells 
were formed using SURVEYFRAME and C78. 
 
One child was randomly sampled from each sample household.  For most household one child age 0-
17 years was randomly selected.  For a portion of the sample located in ZIP codes overlapping with 
BSC areas (BSC_Mike = 1) a child age 0-5 was randomly selected even if the household also contained 
children age 6-17 years.  This oversampling of children age 0-5 was implemented to help ensure that 
the overall target of BSC interviews for children age 0-5 years was met.  This oversampling was 
accounted for in this weighting step using the following steps:     
 
If BSC_Mike equals (0, 8 or 9), CHILD_NUM_PRELIM_WT = CHILD_NUM_CELL x totchild_r, where 
totchild values greater than 4 were recoded to 4. 
 
If BSC_Mike = 1 and sc2_3 > 0, CHILD_NUM_PRELIM_WT = CHILD_NUM_CELL x sc2_3_r, where sc2_3 
values greater than 3 were recoded to 3. 
 
If BSC_Mike = 1 and sc2_3 = 0, CHILD_NUM_PRELIM_WT = CHILD_NUM_CELL x (sc2_1_r + sc2_2_r), 
where sc2_1 values greater than 3 were recoded to 3, and sc2_2 values greater than 3 were be 
recoded to 3. 
 

                                                           
14 Before adjusting the base sampling weight for the number of working cell phones used by adults in 

the household, it was necessary to create variables related to the presence of a landline telephone in 
the household, cell mostly status, and type of telephone service in the household.  These variables are 
documented in Appendix III-H and Appendix III-I. 
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We then used the age distribution of sample children in BSC ZIP codes prior to the oversampling of 
children age 0-5 years (BSC_Mike = 9) to adjust the age distribution of sample children in BSC ZIP 
codes after the oversampling of children age 0-5 years was implemented (BSC_Mike = 1). 
 
If BSC_Mike = 1 and CAGEGROUP = 1 CHILD_NUM_WT = CHILD_NUM_PRELIM_WT x 0.7258. 
 
If BSC_Mike = 1 and CAGEGROUP = 2 CHILD_NUM_WT = CHILD_NUM_PRELIM_WT x 1.8222. 
 
If BSC_Mike = 1 and CAGEGROUP = 3 CHILD_NUM_WT = CHILD_NUM_PRELIM_WT x 0.7337. 
 
Else, CHILD_NUM_WT = CHILD_NUM_PRELIM_WT. 
 
 
Compositing Factors 
 
The cell phone and landline samples cannot be simply combined because there is an overlap 
component that would be over-represented ς dual users from the cell phone sample and dual users 
from the landline sample.  Compositing factors allow the overlap components to be combined.  
Furthermore, we separated the dual users from each sample into cell mostly and not cell mostly 
ƎǊƻǳǇǎΦ  ²Ŝ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƴƎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ό˂ύ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƭƭ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ŎŜƭƭ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΦ  
CƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƴƎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǎǳƳ ǘƻ мΦл όƛΦŜΦΣ ˂ Ҍ όм- ˂ ύ Ґ мΦлύΦ 
 
For each of the four dual user categories (TELEPHONE_SERVICE6 = 3, 4, 5, and 6) we calculated the 
coefficient of variation (CV) of CHILD_NUM_WT.  The CV was then used to calculate the design effect 
due to unequal weighting: 
 
Deff = 1 + CV2.   
 
The effective sample size for each of the above four categories was calculated by dividing the 
unweighted count of interviews in a category by the design effect for that category. 
 
For the cell mostly overlap sample the compositing factors equal: 
 
Category 3 Compositing Factor = Category 3 Effective Sample Size / Sum of Category 3 and 5 Effective 
sample Sizes. 
 
Category 5 Compositing Factor = Category 5 Effective Sample Size / Sum of Category 3 and 5 Effective 
sample Sizes. 
 
For the not cell mostly overlap sample the compositing factors equal: 
 
Category 4 Compositing Factor = Category 4 Effective Sample Size / Sum of Category 4 and 6 Effective 
sample Sizes. 
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Category 6 Compositing Factor = Category 6 Effective Sample Size / Sum of Category 4 and 6 Effective 
sample Sizes. 
 
 

TELEPHONE_SERVIVE6C Number of Interviews Compositing Factor 

3 (Cell mostly, dual user, 
landline sample) 

1,227 0.654 

4 (Not cell mostly, dual 
user, landline sample) 

2,159 0.839 

5 (Cell mostly, dual user, 
cell sample)   

488 0.346 

6 (Not cell mostly, dual 
user, cell sample) 

395 0.161 

 
For TELEPHONE_SERVICE6 categories 3, 4, 5, and 6: 
 
CHILD_COMPOSITE_WT = CHILD_NUM_WT  x Compositing Factor. 
 
For TELEPHONE_SERVICE6 categories 1 and 2, CHILD_COMPOSITE_WT = CHILD_NUM_WT. 
 

Raking To Population Control Totals 

 
Imputation for Item Nonresponse 
 
Raking population control totals are typically not subject to missing data, however the corresponding 
survey variables may have missing values due to item nonresponse.  The SAS weighted sequential hot 
deck macro procedure was therefore used to impute missing values for weighting variables before 
continuing the weight calculations.  Before implementing the hot deck imputation 25 children with a 
CRACE value of 8 (white and American Indian) were imputed with equal probability to either white 
alone or American Indian alone.  The resulting variable is CRACE_R.  The following weighting variables 
were then imputed: 
 

¶ CRACE_R (Race/ethnicity) 

¶ C65_R (Nativity) 
 
The hot deck imputation cells were defined using SPA_2012 by CAGEGROUP (0-5, 6-11, 12-17 years).  
The weighted sequential hot deck weight variable is CHILD_COMPOSITE_WT.  The imputed variables 
ŀǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ άI_έ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ Řŀǘŀ ǎŜǘΦ 
 
Creation of 9 Raking Variables In the Interview File 
 
As discussed below we used raking to population control totals to create the final Child weight.  An 
initial step in this process involved creating the raking variables in the interview data set. 
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TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C was created from TELEPHONE_SERVICE6 
 TELEPHONE_SERVICE6    TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C 

¶ 1 Cell-only                             1           

¶ 2 Landline-only                                  2 

¶ 3 Cell mostly, dual user, landline sample       3 

¶ 4 Not cell mostly, dual user, landline sample  4 

¶ 5 Cell mostly, dual user, cell sample     3        

¶ 6 Not cell mostly, dual user, cell sample       4 
 
 
HD_2012_R 

¶ HD_2012 renumbered from 1 to 26 because the control totals are numbered that way. 
 
SPA_2012_ I_CRACE_R 

¶ SPA_2012 has 8 categories and I_CRACE_R defined below has 6 categories (8 x 6 = 48 cells). 
 
SPA_2012_GENDER_CAGEGROUP 

¶ SPA_2012 has 8 categories and GENDER_CAGEGROUP defined below has 6 categories (8 x 6 = 
48 cells). 

 
CHOUDEPT_R 

¶ 1 

¶ 2 

¶ 3 

¶ 4 

¶ 5+ 
 
CHOUADULT_R 

¶ 1 

¶ 2 

¶ 3 

¶ 4 

¶ 5+ 
 
I_C65_R 

¶ 1, 2  1  Born in US 

¶ 3  2  Born Outside US 
 
I_CRACE_R 

¶ 1  Latino 

¶ 2  White nonHispanic 

¶ 3  Black nonHispanic 

¶ 4  Asian nonHispanic 

¶ 5 NHOPI nonHispanic 
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¶ 6 American Indian nonHispanic 
 
GENDER_CAGEGROUP 
C3 (2 categories) by CAGEGROUP (3 categories) = 6 cells 
        C3     CAGEGROUP   

¶ 1  1 12- 17 male 

¶ 1  2 6 - 11 male 

¶ 1  3 0 - 5  male 

¶ 2  1 12 - 17 female 

¶ 2  2 6 - 11 female 

¶ 2  3 0 - 5 female 
 
                                                               
Raking Implementation 
 
The CHILD_COMPOSITE_WT was raked to population control totals for 9 margins: 
 

1) Telephone service group (TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C), 
2) SPA by Race/ethnicity (SPA_2012_ I_CRACE_R2), 
3) SPA by gender by age (SPA_2012_GENDER_CAGEGROUP), 
4) Health District (HD_2012_R), 
5) Number of children in the household (CHOUDEPT_R), 
6) Number of adults in the household (CHOUADULT_R), 
7) Nativity (I_C65_R), 
8) Race/ethnicity (I_CRACE_R), and 
9)  Gender by age (GENDER_CAGEGROUP). 

 
The telephone service variable (TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C) used in the raking consists of four 
categories:  
 
1) cell-only,  
2) landline-only, 
3) dual user ς cell mostly, and  
4) dual user ς not cell mostly. 
 
It was necessary to do a limited amount of collapsing of small sample size categories for the other 
raking variables to help avoid extreme weights.  A minimum category sample size of 20 was used, 
except for race/ethnicity where the NHOPI sample size is 18, in order to separately represent all 6 
race/ethnicity groups.  Appendix III-J shows each raking variable and the categories that were 
collapsed. 
 
The population control totals for number of adults in the household, number of children in the 
household, tenure status, and nativity were obtained from the 2009-2013 American Community 
Survey PUMS.  These control totals are for children living in households in Los Angeles County.  The 
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population control totals for Health District, race/ethnicity, gender by age, SPA by race/ethnicity, and 
SPA by gender by age were obtained from 2014 PEPs.   
 
The telephone usage group population estimates for children in Los Angeles County were constructed 
from the model-based estimates for Los Angeles County released by the National Center for Health 
Statistics (2013).  The NCHS estimates are for January ς December 2012.  The percent of children 
living in cell phone only households has increased over time.  We used NCHS (2015) annual cell-only 
estimates for the West Census Region to increase the percent of children that live in cell-only 
households in Los Angeles County by a factor of 1.131 (i.e., an 13.1 percent increase), and reduced 
the other three telephone service groups so that the percents summed to 100%. 
 

TELEPHONE_SERVICE6_CHILD 1 2 3, 5 4, 6 

TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C_CHILD 1 2 3 4 

 Cell-only Landline-Only Dual user, cell 
mostly 

Dual user, not 
cell mostly 

Los Angeles County 42.22% 6.10% 22.89% 28.80% 

 
The IGCV SAS raking macro (Izrael et al. 2009) was used calculate the final weights for the combined 
(landline and cell phone) sample.  The population control totals and weighted sample distributions 
prior to raking are shown in Appendix III-K (see Weighted Distribution Prior To Raking. Iteration 0).  
The raking macro was set to a maximum of 100 iterations and a convergence criterion of a maximum 
difference of 0.05 percentage points between a control total percent and the corresponding 
weighted sample percent. 
 
The IGCV raking macro used weight trimming during the raking iteration to help avoid extreme 
weights.  The raking used the four trimming parameters shown below.   
 

IGCV weight trimming values: 

 

 A = 6.0                     /* weight will be decreased to individual weight times A */                   

 B = 0.167                  /* weight will be increased to individual weight times B */    

 C = 11.0                   /* weight will be decreased to mean weight times C  */ 

 D = 0.091                /* weight will be increased to mean weight times D  */    

 
The raking output is shown in Appendix III-K (see Weighted Distribution After Raking).  The final 
raked weight for use in estimation is CHILD_POP_WT.  The final weight for the 5,982 completed 
child interviews sums to 2,341,236 children in Los Angeles County.  This population total comes 
from 2014 population estimates.  The CHILD_SAMP_WT was scaled to the sample size of 5,982 child 
interviews. 
 

Adult Household Weights  

The weighting methodology for the combined adult sample involved two main steps:  
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1) Conversion of the final adult population weight to an initial household weight, and  
2) Calculation of final household weight based on raking to household control totals for Los Angeles 

County.  
 
The weighting procedures for the 2014-2015 LACHS closely followed the weighting procedures used 
for the 2010-2011 LACHS.  The development of the initial household weight involved dividing the final 
adult population weight by the number of adults in the household at the point of respondent 
selection.  Because cell phone-only and dual user (landline and cell phone service) households with 
multiple adult cell phones had a greater chance of being sampled than a cell-only or dual user 
household with one adult cell phone, we divided the initial household weight for those households by 
the number of adult cell phones in the household.  Details of the calculation of the adult population 
weights are outlined in the Adult Weights section. 
 
The household control totals come from 2009-2013 American Community Survey data for Los Angeles 
County.  The raking weighting methodology included: 
 
County level household-level controls for: 

¶ number of adults in the household 

¶ number of children in the household 

¶ tenure status 

¶ Health District  

¶ SPA 

¶ type of telephone service   
 
The final raked weight for use in estimation is ADULT_HH_POP_WT.  The final weight for the 8,008 
completed interviews sums to 3,269,112 households in Los Angeles County.  This household total 
comes from the 2014 American Community Survey.  The ADULT_HH_SAMP_WT was scaled to the 
sample size of 8,008 interviews. 
 
Note:  SAS weighting variables are shown in italics (e.g., ADULT_HH_POP_WT). 
 

Initial Household Weight  

The calculation of the final adult population weight (ADULT_POP_WT) involved extensive 
poststratification to population control totals to adjust for differential nonresponse: 
 
County level controls for: 

¶ marital status 

¶ education 

¶ number of adults in the household 

¶ number of children in the household 

¶ race/ethnicity 

¶ age by gender 
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¶ nativity 

¶ citizenship status 

¶ tenure status 

¶ Health District  

¶ type of telephone service   
 
Controls within each SPA for:  

¶ race/ethnicity 

¶ gender by age 
  
The adult questionnaire contains a limited set of household level variables that can be used in 
poststratification.  To maintain the adult sample adjustment for differential nonresponse in the final 
household weights we divided ADULT_POP_WT of the landline sample adults by the number of adults 
in the household at the point of adult respondent selection (S3 with the maximum number of adults 
in the household capped at 4).  Dividing the adult population weight by the number of adults in the 
household yields an initial household weight (HH_WT_1) because we are removing the within-
household stage in the sample design.  This step was not necessary for the cell phone sample because 
the cell phone was treated as a personal communication device. 
 
A cell phone-only household containing two or more adult working cell phones had a higher 
probability of selection than a cell phone-only household with one adult working cell phone.  
Furthermore, for dual user households (landline and cell phone service) a household with a landline 
phone and multiple adult working cell phones had a higher probability of selection than a dual user 
household with a landline phone and one adult working cell phone.  To adjust for the unequal 
probabilities of selection we divided HH_WT_1 by the number of adult cell phone in the household 
(Q71B_R). 
 

Raking To Population Control Totals  

The initial household weight (HH_WT_2) was raked to population control totals for six margins: 
 

1) Telephone service group (TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C), 
2) Number of adults in the household (HOUADULT_R), 
3) Number of children in the household (HOUDEPT_R), 
4) Tenure status (I_Q79_R),  
5)  Health District (GEO_HD_R), and 
6)  SPA (GEO_SPA). 

 
The control totals for the number of adults in the household, number of children in the household, 
and tenure status were obtained from the 2009-2013 American Community Survey PUMS.  These 
control totals are for households in Los Angeles County.  The control totals for households by Health 
District and SPA were obtained from 2009-2013 American Community Survey tabulations.  No 
category collapsing due to cell samples sizes less than 20 interviews was required.     
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The telephone service variable (TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C) used in the raking consists of four 
categories:  
 
1) cell-only,  
2) landline-only, 
3) dual user ς cell mostly, and  
4) dual user ς not cell mostly. 
 
The National Center for Health Statistics does not publish telephone usage estimates for households 
in Los Angeles County. The telephone usage group household estimates for Los Angeles County 
therefore relied on the estimates for adults shown below.   
 
 

TELEPHONE_SERVICE6C 1 2 3 4 

 Cell-only Landline-
Only 

Dual user, 
cell mostly 

Dual user, 
not cell 
mostly 

Los Angeles County 34.910% 7.41% 22.62% 35.06% 

 
The IGCV SAS raking macro (Izrael et al. 2009) was used calculate the final weights for the combined 
(landline and cell phone) sample.  The household control totals and weighted sample distributions 
prior to raking are shown in Appendix III-L (see Weighted Distribution Prior To Raking. Iteration 0).  
The raking macro was set to a maximum of 100 iterations and a convergence criterion of a maximum 
difference of 0.05 percentage points between a control total percent and the corresponding 
weighted sample percent. 
 
The IGCV raking macro used weight trimming during the raking iteration to help avoid extreme 
weights.  The raking used the four trimming parameters shown below.   
 

IGCV weight trimming values: 

 

 A = 5.0                     /* weight will be decreased to individual weight times A */                   

 B = 0.20                  /* weight will be increased to individual weight times B */    

 C = 10.0                   /* weight will be decreased to mean weight times C  */ 

 D = 0.10                /* weight will be increased to mean weight times D  */    

 
The raking output is shown in Appendix III-L (see Weighted Distribution After Raking).  The final raked 
weight for use in estimation is ADULT_HH_POP_WT.  The final weight for the 8,008 completed 
interviews sums to 3,269,112 households in Los Angeles County.  The ADULT_HH_SAMP_WT was 
scaled to the sample size of 8,008 interviews. 

Household Weights for Subsamples  5 and 6 Combined 

Subsamples (SBSMP) 5 and 6 also included household questions and household weights were 
therefore calculated for these two subsamples combined.  The sample size for these two subsamples 
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combined is 2,001 (SBSMP_56 = 1 identifies adults in the two subsamples).  Each household already 
had an initial household weight (HH_WT_2) and this was used as the raking input weight.   
 
The IGCV SAS raking macro (Izrael et al. 2009) was used calculate the final weights for the combined 
(landline and cell phone) sample.  The household control totals and weighted sample distributions 
prior to raking are shown in Appendix III-M (see Weighted Distribution Prior To Raking. Iteration 0).  
The raking macro was set to a maximum of 100 iterations and a convergence criterion of a maximum 
difference of 0.05 percentage points between a control total percent and the corresponding 
weighted sample percent. 
 
The IGCV raking macro used weight trimming during the raking iteration to help avoid extreme 
weights.  The raking used the four trimming parameters shown below.   
 

IGCV weight trimming values: 

 

 A = 5.0                     /* weight will be decreased to individual weight times A */                   

 B = 0.20                  /* weight will be increased to individual weight times B */    

 C = 10.0                   /* weight will be decreased to mean weight times C  */ 

 D = 0.10                /* weight will be increased to mean weight times D  */    

 
The raking output is shown in Appendix III-M (see Weighted Distribution After Raking). 
 
The household population weight is ADULT_HH_POP_WT_SBSMP_56.  It sums to 3,269,112 
households in Los Angeles County.  The household sample weight is 
ADULT_HH_SAMP_WT_SBSMP_56.  It sums to 2,001 interviews. 

Child Household Weights  

The weighting methodology for the combined landline and cell phones child sample involved two main 
steps:  
 
1) conversion of the final child population weight to an initial household weight, and  
2) calculation of final household weight based on raking to household control totals for Los Angeles 
County.  
 
The weighting procedures for the 2014-2015 LACHS closely followed the weighting procedures used 
for the 2010-2011 LACHS.  The development of the initial household weight involved dividing the final 
child population weight by the number of age-eligible children in the household at the point of the 
random selection of the child from the household.  Details of the calculation of the adult population 
weights are outlined in the Child Weights section. 
 
The household control totals come from 2009-2013 American Community Survey data for Los Angeles 
County.  The household raking weighting methodology included: 
 
County level household-level controls for: 

¶ number of adults in the household 
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¶ number of children in the household 

¶ Health District  

¶ SPA 

¶ type of telephone service   
 
The final raked weight for use in estimation is CHILD_HH_POP_WT.  The final weight for the 5,982 
completed child interviews sums to 1,133,259 households with children in Los Angeles County.  This 
household total comes from the recently released 2014 American Community Survey.  The 
CHILD_HH_SAMP_WT was scaled to the sample size of 5,982 child interviews. 
 
Note:  SAS weighting variables are shown in italics (e.g., CHILD_HH_POP_WT). 
 

Initial Household Weight  

The calculation of the final child population weight (CHILD_POP_WT) involved extensive 
poststratification to population control totals to adjust for differential nonresponse and non-coverage 
(?): 
 
County level controls for: 

¶ number of adults in the household 

¶ number of children in the household 

¶ race/ethnicity of child 

¶ gender by age of child 

¶ nativity of child 

¶ Health District  

¶ type of telephone service   
 
Controls within each SPA for:  

¶ race/ethnicity of child 

¶ gender by age of child 
  
The child questionnaire contains a limited number of household level variables that can be used in 
poststratification.  To maintain the child sample adjustment for differential nonresponse in the final 
household weights we divided CHILD_POP_WT by the number of age-eligible children in the 
household at the point of random selection of the child from the household.  Dividing a child 
population weight by the number of age-eligible children in the household at the point of respondent 
selection yields an initial household weight (CHILD_HH_WT_1) because we are removing the within-
household stage of the sample design.  Cell-only and dual user (landline and cell phone service) child 
households with multiple adult cell phones had a higher probability of selection than cell-only and 
dual user child households with one adult cell phone.  However, this adjustment was already 
incorporated into the child population weight calculations so it was not necessary to implement it for 
the household weights. 
 






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































